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Current Topics. 


Mr. Pennington. 

WE GREATLY regret to hear, on the eve of going to press, of 
the death, after a short illness, of Mr. RicHARD PENNINGTON, 
one of the most valued members of the Council of the Law 
Society. 

The Increment Value Duty. 

WE ARE informed that in the House of Commons on Monday 
last, Mr. F. G. Hinpie, M.P. for the Darwen Division of 
Lancashire, put the following question to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer: “To ask Mr. Chancellor of the Exchequer if he will 
give instructions to the Inland Revenue authorities to issue a 
circular intimating that freehold rent-charges are outside the scope 
of the Increment Duty clayses of the Finance Act, and that in 
the case of sales of reversions expectant on terms of years having 
more than ninety-nine years to run they will dispense with the 
usual particulars and will impress the Increment Duty stamp on 
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the instrument on application, accompanied only by Form 1.V.D. 
'(a) and a short description of the property sufficient for the 
| purposes of identification.” The Chancellor’s answer was as 
‘follows: “A circular conveying the information referred to by 
| my hon. friend will shortly be issued by the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue.” 

The Law Society and the Chancellor of the 

Exchequer. 

| NOTHING COULD, we think, have been better framed than the 
resolution with reference to the Chancellor of the Exchequer’s 
' attack on the Law Society which was passed on Friday ; it was terse 
| and dignified in terms, while scathing in substance. We entirely 
‘fail to understand the objection to this procedure which was 
raised by a handful of members. When a Cabinet Minister, 
himself a solicitor, from his place in Parliament, imputes to the 
| Law Society opposition to law reform from sordid motives, it is 
surely time that a public protest should be made, unless solicitors 
| wish the public to conclude that the charge is well founded. Not 
‘only was the resolution well expressed, but the speech in which 
it was put forward was equally satisfactory. Point by point 
'Mr. Evert exposed the incorrectness of the wild charges made 
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and shewed, by a detailed 
‘review of the changes of the last half-century, that the record 
of the Law Society with reference to law reform was a good 
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record; that, in fact, no important reform in legal procedure 
during that period had taken place which had not in some way 
received the support of the society. He rightly designated the 
charges as being as gratuitous as they were unjust, and called 
upon their author in common fairness to withdraw them. There 
has come at last a shuffling apology, but we think that any 
unprejudiced reader of Mr. ELLETT’s speech will consider that 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer comes very ignominiously out 
of the incident. 


Mortgage Investments. 


WE PRINT elsewhere an important letter from “ A Member of 
the Law Society ” on the subject of public confidence in mortgage 
investments. Theoretically a mortgage is a perfectly sound 
security ; practically cases are not infrequent where on realiza- 
tion it proves deficient. But it would undoubtedly be a calamity 
both for landowners, and for beneficiaries under settlements 
and wills, if mortgages were removed from the class of trust 
investments. 
borrowing on security of their property greatly diminished ; 
they would have to borrow at a higher rate and with less 
certainty of the loan being allowed to remain; and beneficiaries 
would find the opportunity for profitable investment of the trust 
funds correspondingly restricted. So far as trustees are concerned, 
it is, of course, much less troublesome to invest the trust funds in 
Government or other authorized stocks, and their responsibility 
is reduced to a minimum. 
satisfied with three or three and a quarter per cent., and, in 
addition, there is the risk of loss 
Properly selected mortgages give an appreciably higher income, 
and, if all goes well, the capital remains intact. The question is, 
how to secure that all should go well. Our correspondent sug- 
gests that periodical revaluation should be made a statutory 
duty. How far there is at present any duty on trustees to 
have their mortgazes revalued it is by no means easy to say. 
The case of Lawsthorne v. Lowley (1909, 1 Ch. 409, note) favours 
the view that, when once the mortgage has been properly taken 
by the trustee, he is not bound to lave a revaluation until the 
necessity for it is forcibly brought to his attention, and then 
probably it is too late to avoid loss. “Ido not,” said Cozens 
Harpy, M.R., “believe that there is any obligation or duty on 
the part of trustees to make periodical or further investigations 
as to either the title”—meaning, apparently, value—“of the 
security or the solvency or the sufficiency of the mortgagor. .. the 
liability of a trustee in dealing with an authorized security 
must really proceed on the footing of wilful default, and not upon 
not making inquiries when he ought to doso.” The matter was 
touched upon by PARKER, J., in Shaw v. Catler (1909, 1 Ch., p. 
409), but he expressed no opinion on it. The effect seems to 


be that while it is prudent for a trustee to require a periodic | 


revaluation, yet he is not liable for an omission to do so unless 
his conduct can be treated as wilful default. 


Provision for Revaluation. 


AS WE HAVE already observed, when matters have come to 
this pass, it is too late for any valuation to save the mortgage. 
As long as there is no notorious depreciation in property similar 
to that in mortgage, the trustee is in no default in not requiring 
a revaluation. When there is such a depreciation, certainly he 
ought to look into his mortgage securities, and if the depreciation 
has not swallowed up the margin, he may be in time to save them. 
More probably the question will be how to get out with as little 
loss as possible. But all this shews that, as our correspondent 
suggests, something more is wanted than the above very lax rule 
as to the course which may be safely followed by trustees. Legis- 
lative interference is not desirable, save as a last resource. Fre- 
quently the original valuation concludes with the recommendation 


that the property should be revalued after a stated period. In | 


such a case it is, of course, prudent for the trustees to have the 
revaluation made, and it may be that, if they omit to do so, a 
rule somewhat stricter than that stated above might be applied. 
But, in general, the only way of obtaining a revaluation is to call 
in, or threaten to call in, the mortgage money, and there is a 
nitural objection to involving the mortgagor in this expense 


Landowners would find the funds available for | 


But the cestui que trust has to be | 


of capital on realization. | 


unless it is clearly necessary. The position would, we imagine, be 
rendered easier if the mortgage deed provided for a revaluation 
at the mortgagor’s cost evéry five years so long as the security 
continues. It would then be made in due course by the mort- 
gagees’ valuer, and the cost paid by the mortgagor or added to 
the mortgage debt. Mortgagors could not with reason object to 
the inclusion of such a clause, and it would be likely soon to 
become common. It is not desirable for the profession to seek to 
make the statutory obligations of trustees more burdensome than 
they are at present. The alternative we suggest would be both 
unobjectionable and effectual, and it can be introduced as a matter 
of conveyancing practice. 





| The Conveyancing Bill. 


THE CONVEYANCING Bill, prepared on the instructions of the 
| Council of the Law Society and introduced by Mr. HItts, has 
| been read a third time in the House of Commons, and there is 
at length a probability of this useful measure, which has been 
several times before Parliament, becoming law. It does not 
attempt any comprehensive scheme of reform, but deals with a 
number of matters in which the existing law causes difficulty and 
expense in conveyancing. Thus a mortgagor in possession can, 
under section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, grant leases, 
but, as Ltobbins v. Whyte (1906, 1 K. B. 125) shewed, he cannot 
accept a surrender. This will be cured by clause 3. Clauses 9 
and 10 deal with various cases in which land is vested in 
trustees, and they are intended to facilitate sales. Where trustees 
| become entitled to mortgaged land free from the equity of 
redemption, whether under the Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874, or by virtue of foreclosure, they have apparently no power 
of sale. Clause 9 declares that the land shall be held by them 
on trust for sale, with power to postpone the sale; and the net 
proceeJs of sale are to follow the title to the mortgage debt. The 
ordinary power in a personalty settlement to invest trust money 
in land requires to be followed by an elaborate clause for securing 
that the trustees shall have power to re-sell, and meanwhile to 
manage the property, and apply the rents and profits as income 
of the settled funds; and clause 10 is intended to meet cases 
where this provision is omitted. It enacts that land so purchased 
shall be held on trust for sale with power to postpone the sale, 
and provides for the application of net rents and profits. Sub- 
clause 3 of the same clause is intended to meet the difficulty 
which frequently arises to decide whether a trust for sale con- 
tinues to be exerciseable. It provides that, so far as regards the 
safety and protection of any purchaser, the trust shall be deemed 
to be subsisting until the land has been conveyed to, or under 
the direction of, the persons interested in the proceeds of sale. 
| Clause 12 enables the proving executors to sell real estate in 
pursuance of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and so gets rid of 
Rte Pawley (1900, 1 Ch. 58); clause 13 invalidates contracts 
which restrict a purchaser or lessee in the choice of his solicitor ; 
and clause 14 prevents a transfer of a mortgage under a ten 
shilling stamp from operating as notice that the mortgage is 
trust property. 


} 
| 





The Bill is unpretentious, but useful, and efforis 
at reform of this kind, though difficult enough to get through 
Parliament, are a striking refutation of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer’s recent strictures on the profession. 


A ‘*Resurrection” Lease. 

“ EVERY LEASE,” it is said in The Bishop of Bath's case (6 Co. 
R., at p. 35), “ ought to have a certain beginning, continuance and 
end.” Hence, “if the wife of I. be great with child with a son, 
and a lease be made until the issue en ventre sa mere shall come to 
full age, this is not a lease for years; for at the time when the 
lease is to take effect it is uncertain when the son will be born, 
‘and by consequence the commencement, continuance and end 
| thereof are uncertain.” And from Pothkin’s case (14 Henry 5, 
| cited in the last mentioned case) it appears that where the term 
jis uncertain the lease is at will only. That is to say, a lease 
| until an event, the time of happening of which is uncertain, accord 
| ing to the above-mentioned authorities, confers only a tenancy at 
| will From a paragraph in the 7imes we learn that Wales, which 
| has produced Mr, LLoypD GEor@g, has also produced other persons 
of audacity—namely, a lessor and lessees bold enough to risk 
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the fate of the ancient PorKIN.. It appears that in 1860 a lease 
of land at Beulah, near Cardigan, for the site of a chapel and 
graveyard was granted to trustees for ninety-nine years. Twelve 
years afterwards it occurred to the pastoft of the chapel and the 
trustees that on the termination of the lease the bodies in the 
yraveyard might be disturbed “before the Resurrection Day.” 
They waited upon the lessor to represent. their apprehension in 
this respect, and he (being, it is to be feared, a frivolous person), 
not only fell in with the proposal of a lease to cover the period 
up to the Resurrection Day, but thoughtfully suggested that 
as some of the buried might be dilatory in re-appearing, it would 
be safer to make the term of the lease to expire on the afternoon 
of that day. This proposal, it is stated, was at once adopted, 
but unfortunately no details are given as to the precise mode of 
limitation of the term as regards the hour of expiration, or whether 
provision was made for the delivery up of the premises at the 
end of the term, together with all fixtures then or at any time 
during the term therein. On the death of the lessor, the lessees 
would appear to have been warned that if the validity of their 
lease was questioned, they might fare no better than POTKIN, 
and they applied to purchase the reversion in the demised 
premises but, doubtless greatly to their satisfaction, the successor 
in title of the lessor presented them at his own cost with the 
fee simple of the premises. Hence, the Beulah dead are now 
assured of a quiet resting-place for all time. 


The Naval Prize Bill. 


Tue TEXT of the new Naval Prize Bill has only recently been 
issued. Its importance does not appear altogether on its face, 
and the title and preamble really require to be supplemented by 
further statements and explanation to make the Bill quite 
intelligible and enable its impoitance to be appreciated. The 
title is: “ A Bill to consolidate, with amendments, the enactments 
relating to Naval Prize of War.” The preamble runs thus: 
“Whereas at the Second Peace Conference held at The Hague in 
the year 1907 a Convention, the English translation whereof is 
set forth in the First Schedule to this Act, was drawn up, but it 
is desirable that the same should riot be ratified by his Majesty 
until such amendments have been made in the law relating to 
naval prize of war as will enable effect to be given to the 
Convention : 
expedient to consolidate the law relating to naval prize of war 
with such amendments as aforesaid and with certain other minor 
amendments.” The Convention set out in the first schedule is 
the “‘Convention relative to the establishment of an International 
Prize Court,” which, as the result of the Second Peace Conference 
at The Hague in 1907, was signed—not merely drawn up—by 
the majority of the Powers, including Great Britain, who 
attended the Conference. So far, however, the Convention has 
not been ratified by any Power, it is believed. Article 7 of the 
Convention relates to the question as to what rules of law are to 
be applied by the International Prize Court, if and when estab- 
lished. Where there is no treaty covering any particular 
question of law that has to be decided, the court is directed to 
“apply the rules of international law. If no generally recognized 
rule exists, the court shall give judgment in accordance 
with the general principles of justice and equity.” It was 
in order to try and arrive at an agreement as to what 
are the generally recognized rules of international law on the 
subject of naval prize of war that a Naval Conference was sub- 
sequently held, with the result that in 1909 the Declaration of 
London was signed. No Power has, it is believed, yet ratified 


this Convention, which has been the subject of a con:iderable | 


amount of adverse criticism in this country from persons inter- 
ested in commerce and shipping. In erder to provide a work- 
ing code of law for the new prize court, a compromise had to 
be effected between many of the rules followed by English 
prize courts and those followed by the continental courts, aud 
even then two points were left open. No rule is laid down by 
the Declaration of London either as to the legality of the con- 
version of a merchantman into a warship on the high seas, or 
as to whether nationality or domicil is to be adopted as the test 
for deciding whether property is enemy property. If the Inter- 
national Prize Courts Convention is ratified, the Declaration 


And whereas for the purpose aforesaid it is: 





of London must also be ratified, unless the Convention of 1907 
is to remain a dead letter. The present Bill, therefore, contem- 
plates the ratification of the Declaration of London, as well as 
that of the Convention of 1907 for establishing an International 
Prize Court. 


Alteration of the English Law of Prize. 


THe EncutsH law of prize will be much more radically 
“amended” than is expressly done by the new Bill. The sub 

stantial »mendments expressly proposed to be effected are two. 
Appeals from British prize courts are to lie (clause 9) only toa 
new court, to be called the Supreme Prize Court, “ consisting 
of such members for the time being of the Judicial Committee ‘of 
the Privy Council as may be nominated by his Majesty for that 
purpose.” There is nothing to prevent the whole of the members 
of the Judicial Committee being nominated, and thus the 
principle is introduced of making the Judicial Committee for 
certain purposes an actual court instead of a board advising 
the King in Council. This amendment is closely connected with 
the other substantial amendment—allowing an appeal from the 
Supreme Prize Court to the International Prize Court (Part ILL, 
clauses 23-29). By clause 25 this right of appeal is to be 
allowed in certain cases, and by clause 29 these cases are to be 
defined by Order in Council. There is, of course, no legal or 
logical necessity for the Judicial Committee to be turned into a 
regular court merely for hearing prize cases ; but it would be an 
anachronism and offensive to the national feeling that the order 
of the King in Council should be subject to revision or reversal 
by an International Court. The preamble refers to the ex- 
pedieney of consolidation with minor amendments. ‘There are 
three Acts, or portions of Acts, consolidated : The Naval Prize 
Act, 1864; section 4 of the Judicature Act, 1891; and practically 
the whole of the Prize Courts Act, 1894. Section 14 of the 
Foreign Enlistment Act, 1870, which also relates to naval prize, 
is not touched by the Bill. The “minor amendments” consist 
mostly of a liberal adaptation of the language of the repealed enact 
ments to modern requirements and altered conditions, by means of 
improved drafting and omission of matters of procedure now 
usually dealt with by rules. An instance occurs in clause 18, 
which provides that captors are, after the captured ship is 
brought into port, to “bring a convenient number of the 
| principal persons belonging to the captured ship before the 
judge of the court or some person authorized in this behalf, by 
whom they shall be examined on oath.” Section 19 (the 
corresponding section of the Act of 1864) directs ‘three or 
four” persons to be brought, before the judge, &c., and contains 
references to the ‘standing interrogatories’ and _ the 
“preparatory examinations on the interrogatories.” Even 
should the two Conventions of 1907 and 1909 not be ratified, 
the new Bill will still be a useful measure of consolidation. 





- Murder of an-American Lady in Italy. 


WE HAD occasion in a previous number (anfe, p. 630) to 
| refer to a question with regard to the extradition of criminals 
owing to the discovery of the murder of an American lady 
near Lake Como and the flight of the suspected murderer, her 
husband, to the United States. The Italian Government does 
not surrender its own citizens, and in a recent case refused to 
surrender an Italian subject to the United States, although in 
the extradition treaty between the two governments there is no 
article excepting the citizens or subjects of cither State from the 
operation of the treaty. We then stated that it was not con- 
sidered probable that the Italian Government would be so far 
inconsistent as to demand the surrender of an American citizen 
from the United States. The Italian Government has, however, 
asked for the extradition of the fugitive, leaving the American 
Government to decide whether the application shall or shall 
not be rejected. But even if the application be admitted, the 
difficulties attending an extradition of the criminal are by no 
means exhausted. The question whether the treaty is still 
operative may be carried to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and it may be held to be necessary to add a supplemental 
clause to the treaty or to exchange diplomatic notes regulating 
its construction in the future. It would in that event be con- 
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tended on behalf of the prisoner that the addition to the treaty 
could not warrant his extradition, inasmuch as it was ex post 
facto so far as his case was concerned, and was therefore uncon- 
stitutional. A further objection to the extradition of the prisoner 
is founded upon the allegation that he is at present of unsound 
mind. Weare not aware of any decision in the English courts 
with regard to the liability to extradition of persons of unsound 
mind. There is a provision in the Extradition Act, 1895, by 
which, when the fugitive criminal is committed to prison to 
await his surrender, the committing magistrate, if of opinion 
that it will be dangerous to the life or prejudicial to the health 
of the prisoner to remove him to prison, may order him to 
be held in custody at the place in which he for the time being is, 
or at any other place named in the order to which the magistrate 
thinks he can be removed without danger to his life or prejudice 
to his health, and while so held he shall be deemed to be in legal 
custody. This provision has little, if any, bearing on the 
surrender of a criminal who is of unsound mind; but it is 
improbable that the court in the exercise of its discretion would 
allow any such surrender. 


The Atlantic Fisheries Arbitration. 


Tue NEWFOUNDLAND case has now been opened, and the 
Times of the 8th of July contains a summary of Sir JAMES WINTER’S 
speech. Jt is stated, on behalf of Newfoundland, that the 
American fishermen had never exercised their right of fishing on 
the coast of Newfoundland until 1905. Prior to that year 
Americans fished only on the banks outside Newfoundland waters, 
and only came into the territorial waters for the purpose of 
getting bait. This they were in the habit of buying from local 
fishermen. Subsequently, in consequence of difficulties between 
Newfoundland and the United States, the Americans employed 
the local fishermen to get bait for them. This gave rise to the 
question about employing others than inhabitants of the United 
States to fish in Newfoundland waters. According to Sir JAMES 
WINTER'S contention, the fact that American fishermen never 
exercised their rights under the treaty of 1818 until 1905 is the 
reason why the thorny question of the American rights to fish 
in the “ bays” of Newfoundland has never been raised before. 
The relevant words of the treaty are, ‘*The inhabitants of the 
United States shall have the liberty to take fish on the coast of 
Newfoundland, and also on the coasts, bays, harbours and creeks of 
Labrador.” The words of the treaty, it is contended, clearly 
deny to the United States the right of fishing in Newfound- 
land “bays.” The American contention, in answer to this, 
appears to be that the three-mile limit is to be measured from 
the actual line of the coast, even though this would bring that 
limit within a bay: see Mr. WARREN'S argument in the 7%imes of 
the 12th of July. The Zimes of the 13th of July contains a 
further account of the dispute and argument about bays. The 
President asked the counsel for both parties to inform the court 
as to the exact position understood to be taken up by Great 
Britain, and whether this position was that the United States 
fishermen had renounced the right to enter bays in the 
geographical sense without referring to their territoriality. The 
answers given shew that this is the position taken up by Great | 
Britain, but Sir WiLL1AM Rosson added that the question of the | 
territoriality of these bays was immaterial in the present inquiry, 
though Great Britain contended that they were as a matter of 
fact territorial. 


Stamping Transfers. 

ATTENTION 1S called in a letter which we print elsewhere to a 
recent circular issued by the Inland Revenue Commissioners to 
secretaries of public companies. The circular relates to the 
stamping of transfers, and, according to our correspondents, 
misstates the effect of section 17 of the Stamp Act, 1891. 
That section requires persons whose duty it is to enrol or register 
instruments chargeable with duty to see that the instrument is 
duly stamped. The circular in question represents that such 
persons have to see that the instruments are adequately stamped. 


consideration expressed in the instrument of transfer, and inquire 
into the real consideration, this, as our correspondents point 
out, seeks to impose a duty which has never been accepted in 
practice, and which is not within the proper meaning of the 
statute. The duty of traly stating the consideration is imposed 
on those who execute the transfer. When the transfer is 
presented for registration, the secretary is entitled to assume that 
this duty has been performed, and he is only concerned to see 
that the transfer is duly stamped having regard to the consider. 
ation expressed init. If so, it is “ duly ” stamped for the purpose 
of the statute. No one has ever supposed that the duty of the 
secretary extended further, and possibly the Inland Revenue 
Comwissioners, by using the word “adequately” do not intend 
any more. We may suggest that it is outside their province to 
issue any such circular at all. A Government department may 
properly issue circulars to Government officials ; but secretaries of 
companies are not in this position, and they have the statute to 
guide them without the necessity of circulars from Somerset 
House. 


Enforcement by Execution of Awards Made Out 
of the Jurisdiction. 

ONE OF the latest propositions of those who are interested in 
the unification of the laws of different nations is that steps 
should be taken to procure an international agreement by which 
awards under references to arbitration shall, if made without 
the jurisdiction, be enforced in the same manner as if they were 
made within the jurisdiction of any one of the contracting 
States. The effect of such an agreement would be that, by 
virtue of the Arbitration Act, 1889, an award made abroad 
under a submission as defined by the Act might be enforced 
in the same manner as a judgment or order to the same 
effect. And this although the judgment of a foreign court 
having jurisdiction over the cause can only be enforced by 
action in this country. It is argued that while the number cf 
foreign judgments which concern defendants resident within 
the jurisdiction is comparatively small, a large number 
of commercial contracts contain an “arbitration clause” by 
which the parties bind themselves to refer any dispute which 
may arise under the contract to arbitration, and that many of 
these contracts specify as the tribunal of reference the name of 
the “arbitration committee ” of the particular exchange to which 
the parties to the contract belong. It may well be that this attempt 
to secure uniformity of legal procedure is acceptable to many 
p2rsons in the mercantile world, but the differences between 
the practice of English and foreign courts are a serious obstacle 
to the adjustment of a satisfactory treaty between this country 
and the’principal States of the Continent. 





Possession of Goods as a Badge 


of Title. 


THE judgment of Watton, J., in Truman (Limited) v. 
Attenborough (reported elsewhere) deals with an important question 
as to the extent to which the possessor of goods is able to give a 
good title to a purchaser from him in value and in good faith. 
The case arose out of dealings with jewellery. In November, 
1909, the plaintiffs delivered a pearl necklace to one Bruror», 
who was a dealer in pearls, on the terms of a written 
memorandum. ‘This was as follows: “Mr. Brurorp,—On 
appro. from W. Truman (Limited) . . . Pearl necklace, 71 pearls, 
263 grs.; £750 net. . . . These goods remain the property of 
W. Truman (Limited) until invoiced by them.” Brurorp was 
at the same time informed verbally that the necklace would be 
sold to him only for cash. On the same day he pawned it with 
the defendant, who took in good faith. In December Brurorp 
informed the plaintiffs that he had a customer for the necklace 
who would only pay by bills, and the plaintiffs acceded to this 





The substitution of the word “adequately” for “duly” may bea 
mere piece of official carelessness ; but if it is meant to suggest 
that the registrar or secretary of a company has to look behind the 





arrangement, and on the 18th of December invoiced it to 
BruFORD, who gave them his own bills for £750. On the 12th 
of January, 1910, BruForpD pawned other jewellery with the 
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defendant for £115, on the terms of a deposit note which stated 
that that advance was also to be a further charge on any other 
securities given by Brurorp. On the 17th of January he 
obtained from the plaintiffs a diamond ngcklace on the terms of 
3 memorandum similar to that given in the case of the pearl 
necklace, and on the same day pawned this also with the defen- 
dant, together with other jewellery, for £550 on the terms of a 
deposit note similar to that of the 12th of January. The bills 

iven for the pearl necklace were not paid, and the action was 
onahe to recover the two necklaces. 

The case is one of those—unfortunately of frequent occurrence 
—in which it has to be determined on which of two innocent 
persons the loss caused by a third person shall fall. The 
correct principle would seem to be that it shall fall on the 
one whose conduct has enabled the third person to cause the 
loss, but this is not the principle which is adopted by the law. 
“Tt is impossible,” said VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., in Farguhar- 
sn v. King (1901, 2 K. B., p. 712), “in the face of various 
authorities on the subject, to say that, in every case in which 
the act of one of two innocent persons has enabled a third 
person to occasion loss, the first-mentioned person must sustain 
the loss.” ‘To some extent the Legislature has given effect to 
this principle in the Factors Act, 1889, but that requires that the 
person entrusted with goods should either be a “mercantile 
agent ” as defined by section 1, or should have bought or agreed 
to buy them within section 9. Apart from this provision, and 
the case of sale in market overt, and the special rules applicable 
to negotiable securities, a person who takes property with a 
defective title has no remedy at law, and his only chance is that 
equity may interfere to postpone the true owner to him on the 
ground that the conduct of the true owner has rendered the fraud 
possible. 

In many cases the interference of equity can be successfully 
invoked, but it is not sufficient merely that the true owner shall 
have placed the property, or the indicia of property, under the 
control of the third person. The leading case on this restriction 
is Shropshire Union Railways Co. v. The Queen (L. R. 7 H. L. 496), 
where a trustee of shares improperly raised money on them, 
but did not pass the legal title to the lender. As between the 
two equitable titles, that of the cestui que trust, being prior in 
point of time, was preferred. In this particular case the cestwi 
que trust was a company, and the trustee was one of the directors, 
and the trust was created for business purposes; but the House 
of Lords treated it as subject to the same considerations as an 
ordinary trust. A  cestwi que trust, though he entrusts the trustee 
with the indicia of ownership, is entitled to rely upon his not 
making an improper use of them, and the equitable title pre- 
vails against any subsequent equity. This applies whether the 
cestui que trust is a limited owner, or a person under disability, 
or an absolute owner, The trustee holds the property for safe 
custody, and a breach of his duty does not prejudice the cestwi 
que trust unless the property gets into the hands of a purchaser 
for value who takes the legal estate without notice. 

Contrasted with this is the case where the owner of property, 
whether legal or equitable, entrusts the indicia of property to an 
agent for the purpose of disposing of it, but at the same time 
places a restriction upon the nature of the disposition. Since 
the agent has in fact power to dispose of the property, a 
purchaser from him gets a good title as against the principal, 
notwithstanding that the restriction is not observed. Thus, where 
the legal mortgagee leaves the deeds with the mortgagor in 
order that he may raise a specified sum on them, and he raises 
a larger sum, the legal mortgagee is postponed to the 
equitable mortgagee to the extent of the whole sum raised : 
Perry Herrick v. Attwood (2 De G. & J. 21); and similarly, where 
the legal owner entrusts deeds to an agent to raise a limited 
amount, and the agent exceeds that amount: Brocklesby v. 
Temperance Building Society (1895, A. C.173). “If,” said Lord 
HERSCHELL, C., in the latter case, ‘one is to choose on whom 
the loss ought to fall in such a case as the present, surely it 
ought rather to fall on one who has selected the agent to raise 
money for him, who has entrusted him for that purpose with 
his securities, and who, if he has limited his authority, has 
trusted him not to exceed that limit, than that it should fall on 





those who, finding him in possession of the deeds, with, in fact, 
authority to borrow, had no knowledge of the limitation of the 
amount which he was authorized to raise upon the security of 
the deeds.” 


In both of these cases the authority was to mortgage, but 
in Rimmer v. Webster (1902, 2 Ch. 163) FARWELL, J., applied the 
same principle to a case where a stockbroker, who was employed 
to sell a mortgage bond, raised money on it for his own purposes. 
When once it is established that the person entrusted with the 
indicia of ownership has authority to deal with the property, 
then the particular extent of that authority is not material as 
regards the purchaser or mortgagee from bim who takes with- 
out notice that it is restricted. ‘ The authority,” said FARWELL, 
J., in that case, “ which the owner has given can only be limited 
by the indicia of property which he has given; the particular 
authority proved or admitted is necessary in order to make the 
case one to which the principles of agency apply at all; but 
when that is once proved, and the owner is found to have given 
the vendor or borrower the means of representing himself as 
the beneficial owner, the case forms one of actual authority 
apparently equivalent to actual ownership, and involving the 
right to deal with the property as owner, and any limitations 
on this generality must be proved to have been brought to the 
knowledge of the purchaser or mortgagee.” 


The present case of Truman (Limited) v. Attenborough (supra) 
falls very nearly within this dictum, but in the opinion of 
WALTON, J., there was no such actual authority conferred on 
BRUFORD as to enable him to confer on a purchaser a title as 
against the owners of the jewellery. The pearl necklace, he 
said, ‘“‘ was not handed to BRuFORD either that he should sell, or 
pledge, or dispose of it so as to pass the property to some 
person ; it was handed to him—the property remaining in the 
plaintiffs—in order that he might shew it to possible pur- 
chasers.” Stating the case in this way, it may be that it does 
not strictly fall within the principle established by Perry Herrick 
v. A/twood (supra), and yet it is a long way from the opposite 
doctrine of Shropshire Union Railways Co. v. The Queen (supra). 
The latter case was decided with a view to maintaining the 
system of trusts on which so great an amount of property is 
held. The case of a jewellery merchant, who hands goods to a 
dealer with a view to getting a purchaser, is of quite a different 
nature. It is much nearer the cases in which an agent with 
authority to sell or mortgage has been allowed to give a title 
good as against the owner, notwithstanding that he exceeds his 
authority, and if in the uncovered region between Shropshire 
Union Railways Co. v. The dducen and Timmer v. Webster a new 
dividing line has to be drawn, we should imagine it ought to be 
drawn so as to include the present case with /immer v. Webster, 
and the others quoted. Between handing jewellery to an agent 
with authority to sell or mortgage, and handing it to a 
person on approbation for the purpose of his shewing it 
to possible purchasers, the difference seems slight. Such person 
is intended to be in a position to dispose of the goods, 
and though not formally placed in the position of an 
agent, yet his possession of the goods is not for safe custody 
—as in the case of trusteesbip——but with a view to their being 
disposed of. With deference to the learned judge, we should 
suggest that his decision was due to a failure to extend the 
principle of Pimmer v. Webster to a case to which it fairly 
applies. 

Since Brurorp, by the pawning of the pearl necklace in 
November, 1909, conferred no title on the defendant, it followed 
that he conferred no title by the pawning of the diamond neck- 
lace in January, 1910. The circumstances as to each article 
were the same. But when in December the bills were taken, 
and the pearl necklace was invoiced to BRUFORD, the position as 
to that was changed. He became the owner, and the deposit 
notes for the 12th and 17th of January created a charge on it 
for any part of the loans of £115 and £550 which was not 
otherwise secured. To this extent the defendant was entitled 
to hold the pearl necklace, but she had no charge on the diamond 
necklace. If the case goes further, it will be interesting to see 
its effect upon the doctrines discussed above. 
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An Extraordinary Incident—The 
Executive and the Courts Overseas. 


In the course of the discussion that took place in the House of 
Commons on the Colonial Office Vote, the recent incident in the 
Transvaal in relation to the payment of members of the local 
Parliament was referred to. This incident does not appear to 
have attracted the attention it deserves. Some extracts from an 
article in the Cape Times of May 19th appeared in the Zimes of 
May 20th, but nothing more seems to have been heard of the 
matter until the 30th of June, when the previous evening’s 
discussion was reported in the daily press. A perusal of the 
case of Dalrymple v. Colonial Treasure Tr, as reported in the 77ransvaal 
Leader of May 11th, clears up a good miny points that were 
merely touched upon in the House of Commons discussion. 
Proceedings were taken in the Supreme Court of the Transvaal 
with the object of preventing members of Parliament being 
paid £300 in lieu of £42 for their services during the last 
session before the consummation of the South African Union. 
The court refused to interfere, on the ground that the applicants 
had no Jocus standi, but all three judges were of opinion that the 
payment at the higher rate was illegal. The political and con- 
stitutional importance of the whole incident is very great. It 
is intended on the present occasion to deal primarily with its 
juridical aspect. 

There are two Transvaal statutes of 1907, and two sections in 
each statute, that must first be referred to in order to make the 
position clear. The two Acts are the Payment of Members Act, 
1907 (No. 12), and the Audit and Exchequer Act, 1907 (No. 14). 
Section 3 of the Payment of Members Act enacts that there is 
to be paid to every member the sum of £300 in re:pect of every 
ordinary session. Section 4 makes the payment for an extra- 
ordinary session £10, with a further sum of £2 for every working 
day. The relevant sections of the Audit Act are sections 19 
and 20. Section 19 is as follows: ‘* When any public moneys 
have been appropriated by law for any specific purpose, it shall 
be lawful for the Governor by warrant under his hand to 
authorize and require the treasurer to issue the sums which may 
be required,” &c. Section 20 runs: “If at any time when 
Parliament is not in session it shall appear to the Governor to be 
necessary in the public interest that an issue of public moneys 
should be made for any purposes not authorized by law, he may 
by special warrant under his hand authorize such issues as may 
be required from time to time for such purposes,” not exceeding, 
however, £200,000, * provided further that all such outstanding 
sums shall be submitted to Parliament for sanction at its next 
ensuing session.” 

Now, “ordinary” and “ extraordinary ” sessions are defined in 
the Payment of Members Act, and the last session was an “ extra- 
ordinary ” one, and was so described in the proclamation sum- 
moning it on the 6th of April. This session came to an end on 
the 28th of April, on which day Parliament was dissolved, On 
that day the Legislative Assembly (the lower House) passed a 
resolution declaring that the session should be considered an 
ordinary session. ‘The resolution was not even introduced into 
the Legislative Council (the upper House). The object of the 
resolution was that members should be paid at the rate of £300 
for the session instead of £42, which would have been the proper 
sum for a sixteen days’ session. The effect of the resolution, if 
valid, would have been to entitle members to be paid at the 
higher rate. But the resolution was, of course, absolutely worth- 
less, and nothing short of a formal Act of Parliament could have 
had the effect of abrogating the existing statutory definitions of 
“ordinary” and “extraordinary” sessions. Thus, payment at 
the rate of £300 per member was not, by the resolution, made a 
“specific purpose” for which, under section 19 of the Payment 
of Members Act, an appropriation “ by law ” had been made, and 
therefore the Governor had no authority “by warrant under his 
hand to authorize and require the Treasurer to issue” the sums 
required for these payments. Without a valid authority the 
Treasurer could not, of course, legally issue these moneys. 

The Governor—as a matter of fact, General HADFIELD was 
Deputy Governor—at first declined to sign the warrants pre- 








sented to him authorizing payment at the rate of £300. The 
case of Dalrymple v. Colonial Treasurer was then pending. Subse- 
quently, and after the judgments in this case had been delivered, 
the Governor did sign warrants, purporting to do this under 
the provisions of section 20 of the Audit Act, which authorizes 
the signature of “special” warrants under special circum- 
stances. 

It was contended by the Solicitor-General in the House of 
Commous that the payments of £300 to each member were 
perfectly legal, under the “special” warrant of the Governor, 
It seems open to very grave doubt, however, whether this is go, 
The Solicitor-General admitted that the mere passing of a reso- 
lution by one House—he might have said both Houses—could 
not operate so as to make the payment of £300 legal. But there 
are two objections to the view that these payments were legal 
under the “special” warrant of section 20. The necessity for 
the special warrant must-arise “when Parliament is not in 
session,” This point was noticed by the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court in Dalrymple v. Colonial Treasurer, and it was there 
said: ‘‘ That‘ necessity arose while the House was in session, and 
should have been dealt with in Parliament by means of a Bill. 
Necessary expenditure cannot be met by special warrant unless 
it occurs when Parliament is not in session.” The other objec- 
tion is that, the Transvaal Parliament having now ceased to exist 
after the Union has come into being, the payments under the 
special warrant cannot be sanctioned, and so made legal in the 
manner required by section 20 of the Audit Act. To be made 
legal they must be sanctioned by the Transvaal Parliament at 
*‘its” next ensuing session. It would seem that a mere sanction 
by the Union Parliament would not be sufficient, and that no ez 
post facto legislation in the Union Parliament would be sufficient 
unless expressly made ad joc. It cannot be assumed that the 
Union Parliament will thus legislate expressly, as it might have 
been assumed that a new Transvaal Parliament would sanction 
the payments under special warrant. 

The juridical interest of this extraordinary incident centres, of 
course, in the judgments delivered by the Supreme Court in 
Dalrymple v. Colonial Treasurer. The case was in form an applica- 
tion for an interdict—in English law an injunction—and a rule had 
been granted calling on the respondent to shew cause why he 
should not be restrained from issuing moneys to provide for pay- 
ment of members as for an extraordinary session. The petitioners 
were three members of the Legislative Council. The Chief 
Justice, first of all, dealt with the case on its merits, and after 
going through the relevant enactments, and also alluding (as above 
stated) to the possibility of the Governor's special warrant being 
made use of (as did actually occur subsequently), he came to 
the conclusion that ‘the breach of the law has therefore been 
proved. But the far more difficult question remains: are the 
applicants vested with right? Is there any right vested in them 
in respect of which they are entitled, by reason of this breach of 
the statute, to claim the protection of an interdict?” This 
question was then dealt with, and after an examination of both 
{nglish and Roman-Dutch law on the subject, and a comparison 
between the rights of ratepayers against municipal authorities 
and the rights of taxpayers against the State as a whole, the final 
conclusion was reached that the applicants or petitioners had no 
such personal interest in the subject-matter of the litigation as 
entitled them to an interdict. The other two judges (WESSELS and 
BrisTowWE, JJ.) delivered judgments to the same effect, though not 
expressing themselves so strongly on the merits of the case as Sir 
JAMES Rosg-INNES had done. Mr. Justice WESSELS, however, 
plainly intimated that an interdict was by no means the only 
form of redress: “If money has been wrongfully paid, or paid 
in direct violation of a statute, the wrong-doer and the non- 
innocent recipient may be compelled to restore the money, but 
then the person who appears before the court must be clothed 
with authority and must have a not too remote interest in the 
recovery of that money.” In England, of course, it would be a 
matter for the Attorney-General to take up. Mr. Justice 
3RISTOWE dealt more specifically with other possible remedies. 
He thought that if the special warrant under section 20 of the 
Audit Act “ were ultra vires it would not be an act of State and 
would be no protection to persons acting under it, and its validity 
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would be open to attack in this court.” For this Musgrave v. 
Pulido (5 A. C. 102) was cited. Bristows, J., also referred to 
the different position occupied by the Governor of an oversea 
dominion and the sovereign in England, and he pointed out that 
under circumstances like the present the Governor who signed 
the warrant and officials below him might all be held civilly 
responsible. For this /i/l v. Bigge (3 Moo. P. C. 455) was one 
of the cases cited. . 

The general sense of the court as to the merits and the 
illegality of the proceedings of the Executive is shewn by the 
fact that the rule for an interdict was discharged without costs. 
In the words of the Chief Justice: “‘ There was a clear illegality 
here, and a very important public and constitutional point has 
been raised in connection with the illegality.” 





Reviews. 


Compulsory Working of Patents. 


CompuLsORY WORKING AND ReEvocaTION oF PATENTS. By ERNEST 
LunGE, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The merits of the compulsory working section of the Patents Act, 
1907 (section 27), have for some time past formed a popular topic of 
discussion among political writers and debaters, who seem now to be 
united in the view that the principle of the section is just and right, 
but continue to differ with respect to the school of political economy 
to which the origin of the section is to be assigned. The little work 
which is now before us is directed to the elucidation of this section 
from the legal point of view, and the author has with much pains, 
and also, it appears to us, with a considerable measure of success, 
evolved from the Act itself and the decisions thereunder a codified 
statement of the law which he considers to govern the application of 
the section. We think that this statement shews signs of consider- 
able care and ought to prove useful to practitioners. The language 
used is simple and clear, and, so far as we have tested the code, it 
appears to be warranted by the authorities referred to. 

This is the chief feature of the book, but it also contains an 
historical sketch of compulsory working in the past and a correspond- 
ing statement with reference to the present; also a chapter on the 
development of practice under the Act of 1907, which, however, goes 
considerably beyond mere practice into questions of principle. 

The history of the application of the present section is, of course, 
that the late Comptroller revoked practically every patent of a foreigner 
which was brought before him, while the later practice, initiated by 
Mr. Justice Parker and developed by the present Comptroller, has 
been far more lenient—so much so, indeed, that revocation has latterly 
become almost as infrequent as it had previously been frequent. As, 
however, the object of the section was not so much to revoke patents 
for non-working here as to bring about universal working here and 
consequent expenditure and employment by foreign patentees, there 
is no reason to regret the change that has taken place, if the section 
has brought about the alteration in the habits of foreign patentees 
which it was designed to aeons. The recent statements which 
have been brought before the public as to the opening of works in 
this country by foreign firms seems to shew that in this direction the 
section has operated satisfactorily ; and, if so, its main object is 
being ooveelins att Under existing circumstances it appears to be 
unlikely that applications for revocation in pursuance of this section 
will be frequent, but for those who desire to make, or are compelled 
to resist, such applications, the book before us should afford consider- 
able assistance. 





The Judicial System of England. 
Diz Encuscne GERicuTsVERFASSUNG. Two Har Votumes. By 
Dr. Hernrich B. Gertanp. Leipzig: G. J. Goschen’sche 
Verlagshandlung. 


This is an account of the judicial system of England, as its exists 
at the present day, by a learned German writer. It is both inter- 
esting and salutary to see ourselves now and again as others see us. 
Dr. Gerland puts his finger on many of the weak points of English 
Jurisprudence and administration of justice. If we cannot but admit 
the truth of a good deal of his criticism, we are at least entitled to 
reflect that there are some things which it is quite hopeless to expect 
English and continental lawyers to regard from the same point of 
view. With a good many minor defects, the book is a wonderfully 
accurate presentation of our existing judicial system. It is divided 
into two parts, of which the first occupies two-thirds of the whole and 
deals with the courtsand their organization, and the other with what 
are styled “the remaining organs of the judicial system.” Part I. con- 





tains two divisions—the individual courts, and the personnel and 
— of the courts. Part II. contains three divisions—procedure 

y information both in criminal and civil cases, the legal profession, 
and “the organs of the administration of justice,” in which the 
functions of the Home Office and the direct interference of Parlia- 
ment are very shortly dealt with. There are also a table of statutes 
and rules referred to, and an excellent index. 

The first matter that calls for criticism is a too constant reference 
to such books as Whitaker’s Almanac and Every Man’s Own Lawyer. 
For statements on important questions of English law, too,“A Century 
of Law Reform” i not be accepted by an English lawyer, admir- 
able as some of the essays in that book are. A matter on which 
English and continental jurists may fairly differ is whether the 
Land Registry, the Middlesex Registry, the Yorkshire Registry, 
&e., are entitled to a place in the judicial system of the country. 
Certainly, the Charity Commissioners are a part of the judicial 
system—albeit an anomalous one—but English lawyers would 
hardly allow that land title and deed registries have any share in the 
administration of justice. Dr. Gerland, however, gives a great many 
more pages to the Land Registry than he does to the Charity 
Commissioners—rightly, from his point of view. The lower courts, 
beginning with justices of the peace, are first treated of, and then 
the higher courts. 

The account of the superior courts, including some necessary 
historical survey, will be found most interesting, and the discussion 
as to the scope and effect of the Judicature Acts is perhaps the 
best part of the book. The fusion of procedure, and as yet 
uncompleted fusion of the substantive doctrines of law and equity, 
are handled by Dr. Gerland in a manner that would do credit 
to any English jurist, whilst his continental point of view makes 
the subject in his hands even more interesting than it would be if 
dealt with by an Englishman. Many points of illogicality and 
inconsistency are brought to light. Weare so accustomed to our own 
system that we hardly notice how even the Legislature treats the 
High Court and the Court of Appeal as separate courts, after 
professing to make of them merely branches of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. The subject of Arbitration is well dealt 
with, particularly as it affects commercial law. Dr. Gerland 
is extremely severe on us at this point, and speaks with 
great scorn of our one commercial judge! He succeeds, too, 
in sending home his satire with an arrow not made in Germany, 
for he quotes (in German) an English writer as saying : “ A nation of 
shopkeepers crying in vain for the application of business principles 
to their law courts!” continuing (in English) “ One might laugh to 
exhaustion over it if only one were not English.” Altogether a sur- 
prising book. Not the least surprising, and even amusing, things 
in it are the wonderful Anglo-German compound words. What shall 
we say of such a sesquipedalian as this—“ King’s Benchkostenangel- 
egenheiten ? ” 





Criminal Appeals. 


Toe Law AND PRACTICE OF CRIMINAL APPEALS, INCLUDING 
APPEALS FROM JUSTICES TO SESSIONS; SPECIAL CASES FROM 
Justices ; SpecIAL CASES FROM SESSIONS ; CERTIORARI; MANDA- 
Mus; Prontpition; HABEAS Coreus; BAIL ; AND APPEALS UNDER 
THE CRIMINAL APPEAL Act, 1907. Witn Forms, &c. By F. J. 
WrotresLey and Bertram Jacoss, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell ; Stevens & Sons. : 

This is a book which covers a wide ground. In their use of the 
word “ Appeal” the authors comprise every method by which a de- 
cision in a criminal matter may be questioned. Hence certiorari, 
prohibition, é&e., are discussed, as well as the various ways of reviewing 
a decision by means of a special case. In every conceivable case the 
authors, putting themselves in the place of the person desiring to appeal, 
deal with his right to appeal, the best mode of appeal, and the neces- 
sary steps for him to take in order to get his —— heard. They 
have done the work exceedingly well, and given the profession a book 
which will be found extremely useful. The style is clear and analy- 
tical ; and, in our opinion, the book may be safely adopted as a 
reliable guide by anyone having to advise a would-be appellant. 





Criminal Proceedings on Indictment and 
Information. 


CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS ON INDICTMENT AND INFORMATION (IN 
ENGLAND AND WALEs). By E. B. BowEn-RowLanps, Barrister- 
at-Law. Seconp Epirion. Stevens & Sons. 

The second edition of this book exceeds the first edition by some 
250 pages, so that we have, in fact, a new book. The new book is 
very superior to the old one, and is likely to meet with success and to 
prove a really useful addition to the shelves of the criminal lawyer. 
It does not attempt to deal with the principles of the criminal law in 
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reference to individual offences, or with the law of evidence. Its 
sphere is procedure only ; and on this subject it contains a large 
mass of very useful and importantinformation. There is one appen- 
dix, however, the value of which it is difficult to place high ; that is 
the one which contains forms of indictments. These forms are too 
few and too short to be of any real use. However, forms may be got 
in plenty elsewhere, whereas there isa great deal in this book which 
is not easily to be found in other books. 


Duties on Liquor Licences. 


THe New Duties on Liquor LiceNcEs IN ENGLAND AND WALES 
UNDER THE FINANCE (1909-10) Act, 1910, FuLtty EXpLaINen, 
WITH INTRODUCTION AND Notes. By G. C. WuHITELEY, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

Until the last Finance Act had at last reached port after its ex- 
tremely stormy voyage, it was necessary to consult a large number 
of Acts, going back to 1825, on the subject of the duties payable in 
various circumstances in respect of the sale of intoxicating liquors. 
The new Finance Act has altered all that, and has simplified the 
matter from the lawyer’s point of view, however heavily it may bear 
on the trade. This little book describes all the different Excise 
Licences now granted, and fully explains the sections of the Act 
which deal with the subject. It is very well done, and ought to be 
extremely useful to those concerned. 


Forensic Chemistry. 


A MANUAL or Forensic CHEMISTRY, DEALING ESPECIALLY WITH 
CHEMICAL EVIDENCE, ITs PREPARATION AND ADDUCTION. 
BASED UPON A CouRSE OF LECTURES DELIVERED AT UNIVERSITY 
Cottece. By Witi1am Jaco, Fellow of the Institute of 
Chemistry, Fellow of the Chemical Society, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

There are many classes of cases in which chemical evidence is of very 
eat importance—not only cases of the most serious criminal nature 
ut cases of adulteration of food, patent cases and others. The chemist 

who prepares such evidence and the lawyer who wishes to use it are 
often at cross-purposes through not clearly understanding one 
another’s requirements, principles and limitations. Here we have 
a useful book by a writer who is both chemist and barrister, 
written with the view of explaining to members of each of his pro- 
fessions matters which are common ground to both from the point of 
view of the other. We advise any lawyer who has to deal with such 
evidence to provide himself with the book. He may by so doing 
save himself much trouble and perhaps materially further the 
interests of his clients. 


Books of the Week. 


Companies Act, 1908.—A.B.C. Guide to the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, giving Information in Alphabetical Order 
on the Points Most Frequently Arising with Reference to the 
Administration of Companies and the Legal Requirements Relating 
Thereto. By Hersert W. Jorpan, Company Registration Agent. 
Eighth Edition. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


Stamps. —The Alphabetical Stamp Guide. By Humpnrey H. 
KinG, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & 
Sons. 


Assurance Companies.—The New Law Regulating Assur- 
ance Companies, being the Act of 1909, with Notes. By J. V. VEsEy 
FITZGERALD, K.C., and R. J. Quin, LL.B. Charles & Edwin Layton. 


Criminal Appeals.—Criminal Appeal Cases: Reports of 
Cases in the Court of Criminal Appeal, May 2nd, 30th; June 13th 
1910. Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. V.. Part 
II. St evens & Haynes, 








The Court of Aldermen of the City have, says the T’imes, decided to 
provide a new seal for stamping official documents in the Mayor’s Court 
in —— of the one which has been in use continuously since 1381, 
The old seal, which dates from the mayoralty of Sir William Walworth 
18 made of silver and is about the size of a crown piece. At present 
it 1s stamped on about 1,400 documents annually principally in verifica 
tion of the Lord Mayor’s signature for use abroad. A fee of 9s. 6d. is 
charged for each impression. In the course of the five centuries in 
which it has been in use the design or device has become partially 


obliterated. The new seal will be a replica of the old, subject to such 
alteration as may be deemed desirable to distinguish it therefrom. 
the Guildhal] Library. 


old seal will be deposited in - 
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Correspondence. 


Public Confidence in Mortgage Investment. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 
Sir,—A few weeks ago a letter appeared in the columns of the 


Daily Telegraph, in which the writer referred to certain 
investment of 


losses 


| moneys upon mortgage, and he claimed that mortgages were, in 


consequence, an unstable security, and should not any longer be 
sanctioned as investments for trust funds. Apparently, the loans 
in the cases referred to were authorized by duly qualified valuets, 
chosen and reporting in accordance with the Trustee Act, and the 
losses were occasioned, not from any initial blunder or miscalcula- 
tion, but from a depreciation in value of the properties charged 
which had occurred during the interval from normal causes, and 
which was not discerned in time to avert the unfortunate conse- 
quences referred to. 

The writer of this letter should be taken seriously by our profes- 
sion, as his comments undoubtedly denote a tendency in public 
opinion. It is not to be denied that he touches the spot in which 
mortgages are at a disadvantage in comparison with other securi- 
ties, and where reform is called for in law and practice for render- 
ing them more secure. 

In the abstract, a mortgage is a safer security than an invest- 
ment in stocks and shares. For example, to cite a case within my 
own experience, trustees laid out £400,000 in Consols when they 
stood at 112. At to-day’s quotation, though their income is main- 
tained, their capital has shrunk by nearly a fourth. Had the ti.oney 
been invested upon morteage, and the security had depreciated in 
no greater measure than the Government funds, then not only would 
their income have been nreserved, but their capital, too, would be 
intact ; for, with a margin of a third and a depreciation of a 
fourth, only the mortgagor would up to that time have been the 
sufferer. This is how a mortgage works out in theory, avd more 
often than not in practice. But there are exceptions, and the cause 
of them needs to be traced. 

The real difficulty lies in the fact that there is no continuous 
record, public or otherwise, revealing the fluctuations that occur 
in the value of houses and land, and herein an investment in stocks 
and shares has an advantage over an investment upon mortgage; 
for the value of stocks and shares is made the subject of daily 
notification, and their rise and fall can be seen almost from hour 
to hour, and a change of investment can be made when tenlencies 
towards depreciation are marked. But in the case of a mortgage, 
private periodical revaluation is the only safeguard, and practical 
difficulties arise in regard to this upon the ground of expense and 
otherwise, and from the absence of any compulsory legislation that 
would assist solicitors and valuers in rendering the mortgages they 
have helped to create subjects for continued supervision. The 


| Legislature, in seeking to make provision for the safe investment 


of moneys upon morigage, seems to have disregarded the main 
necessity. They have enjoined the employment of a duly qualified 
valuér, chosen independently of the owner of the property, and 
that the loan be made under his advice, and that it should not 
exceed two-thirds of his valuation; but when the loan is once 
afloat, it is allowed, so far as the Legislature is concerned, to take 
its own course, and it is to this omission—the omission to safe 
guard the future and more uncertain periods of its career, that 
the losses that have occurred in mortgage investments are mainly 


| attributable. 


Mortgages duly watched are the safest of all investments, and 
it is to the interest of the profession that faith in their safety 
should not be shaken. On account of the heavy depreciation that 
has occurred in all values during the past few years, a considerable 
amount of money has been lost over mortgages as well as over 
stocks and shares, and that immunity from loss, which is of right 
the mortgagee’s, has unfortunately not been maintained. 

This is of itself a discomforting reflection, but there are even 
graver considerations. We are face to face at the present moment 
with the possibility of an inquiry into the affairs of the Law 
Guarantee Society, and this will go to the root of the question of 
investment upon mortgage, and the revelations that may be antici- 
pated in the way of unrealized valuation prophecy are not likely to 
ensure composure. If ever there was a time, therefore, for solicitors 
to take this question of the investment of moneys upon mortgage 
into their own hands and. devise new safeguards for their clients 1t 
is now, and this can be done in no better way than by initiating 
legislation that will render periodical revaluation or re-inspection 
of mortgaved properties compulsory. 
the matter into their consideration while there is yet time to control 
public opinion and preserve public confidence ? 

July 11. A MEMBER OF THE Law SOCIETY. 

[See observations under head of “Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 
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The Duty of Secretaries of Public Companies as to 
Stamps on Transfers. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 

Sir.—Two circulars from the Inland Revenue, addressed ‘‘ To 
Secretaries of Public Companies in the United Kingdom and 
others,” have come before us_ recently, dated respectively 

April 29th, 1910, and June 17th, 1910. 

[he circular dated April 29th, 1910, after stating that “it has 
been brought to the notice of the Board of Inland Revenue on 
several occasions that instruments of transfer of shares, stock and 
lebentures have been presented to be stamped with the fixed duty 
of 10s., although upon inquiry they were found to be properly 
liable to the ad valorem duty,” proceeds to set out the occasions 
upon which a transfer is properly stamped with the fixed duty of 
10s. So far so good. 

The circular, however, in a subsequent paragraph proceeds to 
give What we believe to be an entirely erroneous interpretation 
of the duties of secretaries of public companies in connection with 
the registration of such transfers. It says: “Section 17 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, imposes on all registering officers the duty of 
satisfying themselves that all instruments of transfer are adequately 
stamped before they admit them to registration. The Board 
: desire to urge upon all registering officers who may have to 
deal with instruments purporting to be properly stamped with the 
fixed duty of 10s. the necessity of satisfying themselves that the 
provisions of the law have been complied with in each case before 
they admit the instrument to registration.” 

It has never, we believe, been considered to be any part of the 
duty of a secretary of a public company to satisfy himself as to 
the adequacy of the consideration appearing in a transfer; if it 
were so, the position of a secretary would be intolerable. 

Section 17 of the Stamp Act, 1901, is as follows :—‘ If any person 
whose office it is to register any instrument chargeable with duty 
registers any such instrument not being duly stamped he shall 
incur a fine of £10.” 

It is hardly necessary to point out the difference between 
adequately and duly in this connecti?n, and the substitution of 
the one word for the other in the circular in question appears to 
us, to say the least of it, to be hardly fair. 

The circular is stated to be “a reprint, with modifications and 
additions, of that issued on January 2, 1905.” Sir F. B. Palmer, 
in the tenth edition (1910) of his “Company Precedents,” Part I., 
page 605, says: ‘“ Where a transfer appears, having regard to its 
contents, to be duly stamped, it is not the duty of the secretary to 
cross-examine the depositor in order to ascertain whether the 
consideration is truly stated ; omnia praesumuntur rite esse acta. 
Thus, if the consideration expressed is 5s. and the stamp 10s., there 
is no need to go further.” 

The circular of the Inland Revenue seems to be a striking 
instance of ‘“ Somerset House legislation,” and to have no support 
from any statute or any decided case. It is hoped that secretaries 
of public companies will resist this bureaucratic attempt to cast 
upon them duties which are not theirs. 

Owston, Dickrnson, Simpson, & Biaa. 

25, Friar-lane, Leicester, July 11. 

[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir.—Where a vendor allows part of the purchase-money to 
remain on mortgage, the conveyance and mortgage are sometimes 
carried out by a single deed; the vendor conveys the property 
“unto the purchaser in fee simple to the use of the vendor for a 
term of 500 years” subject to a proviso for the cesser of the term 
on payment of principal and interest. 

I understand that, according to one view, when the mortgage is 
paid off, there is no need for a formal reconveyance, an ordinary 
receipt endorsed being considered sufficient, and this because the 
term is only to endure until payment, when the use on which the 
term depends, ipso facto, comes to an end. 

But if this opinion is correct, should not the receipt be stamped 
with ad valorem duty as for a reconveyance? And where the 
property is situate in a register county, such as Yorkshire, it seems 
more convenient in any event to have a formal reconveyance in 
order that a memorial of it may be placed on the register. 

I do not find that the point is dealt with in the chief con- 
veyancing works, and your readers’ views would be interesting. 

July 2. VIATOR. 


Execution of Undated Conveyance. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


conveyance or assignment of property for the purpose of the same, 
undated, being lodged at the official department for the purpose of 
obtaining a certificate exempting the purchaser from inquiry as to 
increment duty, this appears to raise a question as to whether it is 
proper for that executed engrossment to be subsequently used as 
authority, under the Conveyancing Act of 1881, to receive the pur- 
chase money. 

It is obvious that a solicitor informing a client of the reason for 
executing a conveyance to be lodged for the purpose of increment 
duty does not bring home to the client's mind that the deed may 
be subsequently used as an authority for the solicitor to receive 
large sums of money under the deed. 

Is it not desirable that solicitors should revert to the old practice 
and require a separate authority from clients authorising a solicitor 
to receive any moneys payable under the conveyance ? 

Drury Freeman & BranpDiey. 


438 and 440, Lea Bridge-road, Leyton, July 8. 


London and South-Western Bank r. Women’s Social 
and Political Union and Mrs, E. Penn Gaskell. 
|To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 
Sir,—Referring to the note you have in the current number with 

reference to the above case, I think you have been somewhat 

misled by the report of the case as it appeared in the Times. 
What actually occurred was that we were able to prove (1) that 
the exchange slip had been signed by Mrs. Penn Gaskell for the 

“local committee W.S.P.U., Elinor Penn Gaskell”; (2) that the 

rules of the Union were that the account was only to be operated 

on by two members of the committee, and that the bank knew of 
these rules, because on a previous occasion, when it had been 
desired to change a crossed cheque into an open one, it had been 
marked “pay cash” and signed by one of the members of the 
committee, and the bank refused to cash it without the signature 

of another member of the committee being added. Mr. H. 

Gaine, for Mrs. Penn Gaskell, cited two cases, of which T have not 

the names, showing that where a person exceeds his authority to 

the knowledge of the person with whom ie is dealing he cannot be 
held liable for breach of warranty of authority. Neither of the 
cheques was endorsed by Mrs. Penn Gaskell. 
W. W. Penn GASKELL, 
61-62, Broad Street-avenue, London, E.C., July 11. 


Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910—Increment Value 
Duty. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—We enclose copy of correspondence with the Inland Revenue 
Department with respect to deeds executed since the passing of the 
Act in pursuance of contracts made before the commencement of 
the Act. The question is one of considerable importance, and a 
reference to it in your columns may be valuable to the profession 
and the public. CoLttyER-Bristow & Co 
4, Bedford-row, W.C., July 2. 


correspondence 


The following is the referred to by our 


correspondents :— ; 
[copy.] 
4, Bedford-row, London, W.C., 3rd June, 1910. 
Sir,—Our client (A. B.) has recently granted a lease of a small 
strip of land on his estate for a term of 100 years. The lease is dated 
the 24th ulto. There was no contract in writing for the granting of 
the lease, but it was granted in pursuance of a verbal arrangement 
entered into before the passing of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 
On the presentation of the lease, in compliance with the terms of 
section 4 (2) of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, we were informed 
that as the arrangement for the granting of the lease was made 
before the commencement of the Act no claim for increment duty 
arose, and that the document could not be lodged for the purpose cf 
having one of the stamps provided for in section 4 (3) affixed. As 
section 4 (3) provides that no instrument shall be deemed to be duly 
stamped unless it is stamped with one of the stamps provided for 
in that section, a difficulty will arise, not only if and whenever the 
document should be required to be produced in evidence, but also 
on any transfer of the leasehold interest in the property, as the 
document contains no evidence that the lease was in pursuance of 
a contract entered into before the Act. Moreover, sub-sections 2 
and 3 of section 4 are not in terms limited to documents made in 
pursuance of contracts entered into after the commencement of the 
Act, and it might be argued that any instrument falling within the 
description of these sub-sections executed after the passing of the 
Act must bear one of the stamps provided for, irrespective of whether 
or not it is carrying out a contract entered into before the Act. 
We would respectfully submit that, with the view of avoiding 
question hereafter, documents of the kind we have indicated should 





Sir, Referring to the practice for vendors to execute a deed of 


be stamped as provided for in section 4, sub-section 3 (c), otherwise 
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in very many cases it will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, 
to shew that the document is properly stamped and that no claim 
for increment duty arose at the date of the instrument. We assume, 
of course, that, before affixing such a stamp, the commissioners would 
require to be satisfied as to the existence of a contract or an arrange- 
ment entered into before the passing of the Act. 

We put forward the case of the lease we have mentioned as a pal 
ticular instance, but we have a number of other similar cases at the 
present time—e.g., the granting of various leases under building agree- 
ments entered into before the date of the passing of the Act. In 
these cases, of course, it will be impossible for each lessee to have 
the building agreement delivered to him, and the lessee will in after 
years have no means of proving that the stamp is correct, and ques- 
tions will always be arising. Of course, the documents could contain 
a recital, or an endorsement could be made upon them, to the effect 
that they were entered into in pursuance of a contract dated before 
the Act, but that seems to us hardly satisfactory, and could not always 
be accepted as conclusive evidence without more formal proof, ae it 
would be a bare statement by the parties interested. We shall be 
glad to hear that provision will be made in such cases as we have 
mentioned for affixing a special stamp on the documents so as to 
avoid any question or difficulty in future.—We are, sir, your obedient 
servants, CottyeR-Bristow & Co. 
The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C. 


843/1910 L.V.—Land Value. 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C. 
8th June, 1910. 


Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 3rd instant, I am 
directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to state that the provisions 
of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, relating to increment value duty 
do not apply to instruments executed in pursuance of contracts (verbal 
or otherwise) entered into prior to the commencement of the Act. 

Particulars of such instruments do not require to be presented, 
and it is not necessary (or possible) to impress any of the stamps 
mentioned in section 4 (3). 

The board suggest that any further inconvenience would be obviated 
if a recital were made in the instrument of the date of the contract, 
or of the fact that the instrument was executed in pursuance of a 
contract entered into prior to the commencement of the Act.—I am, 
gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

W. Brairuwaite, Assistant Secretary. 

Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co. 


843 /1910.—L. V. 

4, Bedford-row, W.C., 16th June, 1910. 

Sir,—We thank you for your letter of the 8th inst. 

The difficulties we mentioned in our former letter arise in very 
many cases, and are to our own personal knowledge being raised and 
fully discussed in various quarters, and the general feeling is that if 
the questions can be removed at the outset by the simple process of 
having a stamp affixed it will ultimately prove a great advantage 
and save questions and much trouble and expense, and we would 
again ask whether some provision in this respect cannot be made to 


assist in the smooth working and carrying out of the many additional 
obligations imposed on the transfer of landed property by the 
Finance Act. 

There are two points mentioned in our former letter which are not 
dealt with in your reply : 

(1) Sub-sections 2 and 3 of section 4 of the Finance Act, which 
impose on the transferor or lessor the obligation to lodge the instru- 
ments and provide that the instruments shall not be producible in 
evidence unless they bear one of the stamps mentioned, are not 
limited to instruments in pursuance of contracts entered into after 
the date of the Act, and the question arises, therefore, whether all 
documents dated after the date of the Act are not subject to the 
obligation of being lodged and of having the stamp affixed. The 
legislature may have purposely provided for this, so that the com- 
missioners may in all cases be satisfied whether or not increment 
duty is payable, contemplating that in cases which involve carrying 
out contracts entered into before the Act the commisioners would 
require to be satisfied as to this, and that on their being so satisfied 
the stamp indicating that no increment duty is payable would be 
affixed. 

(2) The suggestion that the instrument might contain a recital of 
the date of the contract was referred to in our former letter, but we 
then pointed out that this would be merely a bare statement by the 
parties interested, and could not be looked upon as conclusive 
evidence. In a case involving a dispute as to whether or not incre- 
ment duty is payable, would a mere uncorroborated statement by the 
parties interested be accepted by the commissioners as conculsive 
evidence of the fact? In the event of its being necessary at any 
time to produce the instrument in evidence and of objection being 
taken in court to the stamp on the ground of the special stamp not 
being affixed, the opinion held by many solicitors with whom we 
have discussed the question is that either a contract in writing 
entered into before the Act would have to be produced and proved 
by proper evidence, or, where there was no such contract, but only a 
verbal arrangement, or where the written contract is not forthcoming, 
oral evidence would be required to prove the existence of such a con- 
tract, or verbal arrangement, which it might, after some time has 





elapsed, be very difficult, if not impossible, to obtain, and which would 

in any case be attended with a good deal of trouble and expense. 
We trust that the board will reconsider this question, and if they 

can see their way to assist in removing the difficulty, such a con- 

cession would be greatly appreciated.—We are, sir, your obedient 

servants, CottyeR-Bristow & Co. 
The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C., 


L.V. 843/10.—Land Value. 

Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
2lst June, 1910. 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 16th instant, I am 
directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to acquaint you that they 
are advised that as the execution of a conveyance or lease in pursuance 
of a contract made before the commencement of the Act does not 
create an occasion in which increment value duty is collectable, it is 
not possible to impress any of the stamps mentioned in section (4) 3, 
The board therefore regret that they are unable to modify thei) 
decision in the matter.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

W. BrartHuwalire, Assistant Secretary. 

Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co. ; 


L.V. 843/10. 

4, Bedford-row, London, W.C., 22nd June, 1910. 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 

Sir,—We beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated 
yesterday. We infer that, in the opinion of the board, the “ instru. 
ments’’ referred to in section 4 sub-section 2 of the Act do not 
include an instrument executed in pursuance of a contract made 
before the commencement of the Act. If this be so, the expression 
‘“‘any such instrument ’”’ in sub-section 3 of section 4 would not 
apply to instruments of the nature referred to in our former letters, 
and sub-section 3 would not therefore apparently preclude an adjudi- 
cation stamp under section 12 of the Stamp Act, 1891, being made 
applicable so as to indicate that the instrument does not create an 
occasion on which increment value duty is collectable. This would 
meet the difficulty by affording an official notification that the instru- 
ment does not create an occasion attracting increment value duty. 
In the absence of some official notification on the instrument, the 
difficulty in practice will be serious and constant, and a little assistance 
on the part of the board of the nature we have suggested would be 
of such manifest convenience to the public that we trust the board 
will be able to see their way to entertain the suggestion.—We are, 
sir, your obedient servants, Cottyer-Bristow & Co. 

The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C. 


843 L.V. 

Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C. 
30th June, 1910. 

Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 

Gentlemen,—With reference to your letter of the 22nd instant, I 
am directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to acquaint you that 
they regret they cannot see their way to adopt your suggestion of 
modifying the adjudication stamp given under section 12 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

J. Jacos, Assistant Secretary. 

Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


MARSHALL », OWNERS OF SHIP “WILD ROSE.” 
19th April; llth July. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—WoRKMAN’S CoMPENSATION—ACCIDENT ARISING 
OUT OF AND IN THE CoURSE OF THE EMPLOYMENT—SEAMAN—UN- 
EXPLAINED DrowNinG—No INnreRENCE—CoMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 
Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 

An engineer on board a trawler, while the ship was at a wharf, left 
his berth one hot summer night, saying that he would go on deck for 
a breath of fresh air. He was not seen again alive, and next day his 
dead ‘body was found in the tidal basin close to the ship. The widow 
claimed compensation. The county court judge was of opinion that 
the proper inference to be drawn from the facts was that the deceased 
was drowned by accident arising out of and in the course of his employ- 
ment, and accordingly made an award in her favour. The Court of 
Appeal held that the unexplained drowning of a seaman did not give 
rise to a prima facie case for compensation under the Act, the onus 
being on the applicant to prove that the accident arose out of, as well 
as in the course of, the employment, and as in this case that onus had 
not been discharged, the employers were not liable. On appeal to this 
House, 

So held by Lords Atkinson, Shaw of Dunfermline and Mersey. 

Per Lord Loreburn, L.C.—/f a seaman, being on board his ship, 
accidentally perishes by one of those dangers incident to his employ- 
ment the accident arises out of the ‘employment. 

Per Lord James of Hereford.—The words ‘arising out of the 
employment’ point to some connection with the employment, and are 
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satisfied if the accident occurred during the employment and under 
circumstances which shew that the injured workman had not at the 
time of the injury departed from the.controlling incidents of the employ- 
ment. 

By a majority the decision of the Court of Appeal (53 Soricrrors’ 
JournaL, 488; 1909, 2 K. B. 46, 78 L. J. K. B. 536) was affirmed. 


Appeal by the widow of a seaman from an order of the Court of 
Appeal reversing an award made in her favour by his Honour Judge 
Greenwell sitting at the North Shields County Gourt as an arbitrator 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. The facts, which were 
not in dispute, were that on the 27th of May, 1908, Marshall, who 
was second engineer of the Wild Rose, then lying at the wharf at 
Aberdeen, left his berth about 10 o’clock at night, saying that he 
felt the heat, and would go on deck for a breath of fresh air. He was 
not seen again alive, and next day his dead body was found in the 
water close to the ship. The Court of Appeal held on these facts that 
they were not entitled to draw the inference that the accident arose out 
of the employment, and therefore that his widow was not entitled to 
compensation under the Act. 

Tue House, having taken time for consideration, dismissed the appeal 
by a majority. 

Lord Loresurn said that this case had been to him a very anxious 
one because of the view adopted by the Court of Appeal, from which he 
was always slow to differ, though he thought that Lord Justice Moulton 
had some doubts. The first question was, Did the evidence warrant the 
conclusion of fact reached by the county court judge that this unfor- 
tunate man fell into the water by accident? The second was whether, 
if that were so, the accident was one ‘‘ arising out of the employment 
of the deceased.’’ Beyond the fact that Marshall went up on deck 
with only his trousers, shirt, and socks on complaining of the heat 
they knew nothing. Now, in the affairs of life there was much that 
was often obscure; men had to draw inferences of fact from slender 
premises. A plaintiff or a claimant must prove his case; the burden 
was upon him. But this did not mean that he must demonstrate his 
case. It only meant that if there was no evidence in his favour upon 
which a reasonable man could act he would fail. If the evidence, 
though slender, was yet sufficient to make a reasonable man conclude 
that in fact this man fell into the water by accident and so was 
drowned then the case was proved. The county court judge so found 
(suicide was never suggested), and his lordship did not think that a 
jury would have hesitated in finding that he fell off the ship by acci- 
dent. The second question was more difficult, but in his lordship’s 
opinion if in the course of his employment there was some evidence 
that the man accidentally perished by one of those dangers to which 
the very nature of the employment exposed him, then the accident arose 
within the meaning of the statute ‘“‘out of’ that employment, and 
compensation was payable. In the present case the county court judge 
had so found, and his lordship thought he was entitled so to find. 

Lord JAMES gave judgment to the same effect. The words 
“arising out of the employment ’’ were somewhat vague, but he 
read them, as he thought they ought to be read, liberally, and doing 
so it seemed to him that the facts of this case established a right to 
compensation, and that therefore the appeal should be allowed. 

Lord ATKINSON read a judgment in which he agreed with the Court 
of Appeal. He referred to the evidence, and said that there was 
nothing to show that the man did not deliberately jump or throw 
himself into the water beyond the greater probability of accident as 
compared with suicide. One could not help feeling sympathy with the 
applicant, but if any force was to be given to the words of the statute 
she must, in his opinion, be held to have failed to discharge the 
burden of proof resting upon her. 

Lord SHAw gave judgment to the same effect. 


Lord Mersey, who also concurred with Lord Atkinson, said he did 
not regard this case as laying down any general principle. It turned 
entirely upon the particular facts, and, taking the view that he did of 
those facts, he thought the appeal failed.—Counsex, Scott Fox, K.C., 
and Lowenthal, for the appellant; Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., J. R. 
Atkin, K.C., and Mundahl, for the respondents. Soricrrors, Maplrs, 
Teesdale, & Co., for G. W. Chapman, North Shields; Williamson, Hill, 
&: Co., for R. & R. F. Kidd, North Shields. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Court of Appeal. 
BRITISH SOUTH AFRICA CO. v. DE BEERS CONSOLIDATED 
MINES (LIM.). No. 2. 5th July. 
MortcaceE—Cioa on Equitry—Exciusive Mininea Licence IN A Morr- 
GAGE—ForrEIGN LANpD—Lex Srirus—Conrract to Give MortGace— 
Equities INcipENT TO MortcaGe IN EnGLIsH Law. 





A contract between parties in England to give a mortgage over foreign 
land is a contract to give a mortgage which inter partes 13 to be treated 
as an English mortgage, and subject to such rights of redemption and 
equities as the law of. England regards as necessarily incidental to 
a mortgage. Consequently a stipulation in @ mortgage transaction 
executed in London that the mortgagor should grant the mortgagee an 
exclusive mining licence in land in Rhodesia was held void as a clog 
on the equity of redemption. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. (reported, 





ante, p. 289). The facts are stated in the judgment of Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., as follows :—The plaintiffs are a chartered company with express 
powers to borrow money on debentures or other obligations, and to make 
concessions of mining or other rights and to grant leases for terms of 
years or in perpetuity, and either absolutely or by way of mortgage 
or otherwise. The defendant company are a limited company registered 
and incorporated in Cape Colony, but having an office in London. On 
the 20th of April, 1892, an agreement was made between the plaintiff 
company of the one part and the defendant company of the other 
part, under which a sum of £112,000 advanced, and to be advanced, 
by the defendants to the. plaintiffs was to be secured. The £112,000 
was to be repaid in London. By an agreement made on the 7th of 
December, 1892, between the same parties, described as supplemental 
to the principal agreement, after reciting that the defendants had 
advanced £112,000 to the plaintiffs and that the plaintiffs contemplated 
an issue of first mortgage debentures for £750,000, and had applied to the 
defendants to accept an issue at par of first mortgage debentures, part 
of such issue, in payment or satisfaction of the £112,000, and to lend 
a further sum of £100,000 to be secured by an issue at par of first 
mortgage debentures, further part of the said issue, and that the 
defendants had agreed to the said request and application on the terms 
therein mentioned, the agreement provided for the carrying out of 
the above mentioned arrangement, and clause 6 was in the following 
terms :—‘tIn consideration of the assistance rendered and to be 
rendered by De Beers to the Charter Company as appearing in the 
principal agreement and this agreement the Charter Company 
shall grant De Beers’ exclusive licence to work all the 
diamondiferous ground to which the Charter Company is or 
may become entitled in the territories to which it now is or 
may become entitled or in which it now carries on or may carry 
on operations, whether north or south of the River Zambesi, such 
exclusive licence to be at the royalties and on the conditions therein 
mentioned, such conditions providing for the renewal of the licence 
every five years in perpetuity by paying a 10s. fine. On the 27th of 
June, 1894, the plaintiff company executed a trust deed to secure 
an issue of £250,000 mortgage debentures and £500,000 mortgage deben- 
ture stock, all ranking pari passu. According to the terms of this 
deed the principal and interest were made payable in London, but at 
the request of the holder payment of the interest might be made 
in the Cape Colony. Neither of the two agreements of 1892, nor 
the trust deed of 1894, was registered in Seles, and in the absence 
of such registration no effective security on real estate in Rhodesia 
was created. Pursuant to the terms of the agreement of December, 
1892, debentures to the amount of £212,000 were issued in London to 
the defendants. They were subsequently sold by the defendants, and 
were paid off by the plaintiffs before 1896. In these circumstances the 
defendants contended that clause 6 was a valid agreement, specific per- 
formance of which they sought by counter-claim in this action. The 
plaintiffs, on the other hand, alleged that clause 6 was inoperative 
and of no legal validity. All the documents referred to were executed 
in London. Northern Rhodesia is governed by English law; Southern 
Rhodesia by Roman Dutch law. Swinfen Eady, J., gave judgment in 
favour of the plaintiffs. The defendant company appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farwet and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., stated the facts as above, and continued :~ 
Now it seems to me reasofiably plain, as a matter of construction, 
that the £212,000 advanced by the defendants to the plaintiffs was 
advanced on a contract to give security, and that there was no separate 
consideration for clause 6 nor anything which enables the court to say 
that that clause must be regarded as an entirely separate and inde- 
pendent obligation. This being so, it was not very strenuously argued 
that, according to English law, clause 6 could be relied upon. The 
authorities in the House of Lords, to which our attention was called, 
seem to me to establish this beyond all dispute. In the view of our 
law it is inconsistent with the very idea of a mortgage that on payment 
off of the mortgage debt the mortgagee should retain for his own 
benefit any part of, or any interest in, the mortgaged property. 
This principle applies whether the mortgage is legal or equitable and 
whether the property mortgaged is real or personal. It seems to me 
to be a highly sensible principle, and not to deserve the prejudice 
which it is sought to attach to it by using the term ‘‘ clog on the 
equity ’’—a phrase which is not strictly applicable to the present 
case. For a mortgagee to claim a right after the mortgage debt has 
been paid off to retain in perpetuity all the valuable minerals in the 
mortgaged land is something more than a clog. But it is urged that this 
is a doctrine peculiar to English law, and is not to be 
found in Roman-Dutch law, by which, it is urged, the rights 
of the defendants in Southern Rhodesia ought to be governed. 
It is necessary in the first place to consider what is the proper law 
of the contract. I think the proper law is English. I arrive at this 
conclusion on several grounds. The contract was executed in London, 
It is in English form. The trust deed under which the debentures 
were issued, which were accepted by the defendants as satisfying the 
obligations of the plaintiffs under the agreement, made the principal 
money payable in London, and in a mortgage the debt is the principal 
thing and the security is merely an adjunct or accessory to the debt. 
The language used in the agreement, and the form of the securities, 
are familiar to all English lawyers, and without saying that the term 
‘* floating charge’ is unknown in Roman Dutch law, as to which there 
is no evidence, I think the language used strongly confirms the primd 
facie rule that the place where the contract was executed is the proper 
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law: see Peninsular and Oriental General Steam Navigation Co. 
v. Shand (2 Moo. P. C. C. N. 8., p. 290). But assuming that 
the proper law of the contract is English, it still remains to consider 
whether it is part of the English law that the security agreed to be 
given upon land in Southern Rhodesia should be governed by the 
lex situs. In my opinion the contract did not create any more than 
a personal right, as distinct from a real right, a right which the courts 
of this country would enforce in personam. In my opinion an English 
contract to give a mortgage on foreign land, although the mortgage 
has to be perfected according to the lex situs, is a contract to give a 
mortgage which inter partes is to be treated as an English mortgage 
and subject to such rights of redemption and such equities as the law 
of England regards as necessarily incident to a mortgage. It follows 
that I think Swinfen Eady, J.’s, judgment on this point was perfectly 
right. In the view which I take it is not necessary to express any 
opinion upon the different views of the expert witnesses on Roman 
Dutch law, or upon the other points which the learned judge decided 
against the plaintiffs. The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

FARWELL and Kennepy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 

CounseL, Upjohn, K.C., Jenkins, K.C., and Holmes; Levett, K.C., 
W. H. Hollams, and G. H. Allen. Sotrcrrors, Ingle, Holmes, Sons, & 
Pott; Coward, Hawksley, Sons, & Chance. 

[Reported by J. I. Stirtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EVANS AND BETTELL’S CONTRACT AND Re THE VENDOR 
AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874, Parker, J. 7th July. 


WiILL—ADMINISTRATION—BEQUEST OF ANNUITIES AND LEGACIES PAYABLE 
out oF Restpuary Reat AND PersonaL EstateE—PROVISION FOR 
ANNUITIES AND LEGACIES—SALE OF REALTY. 


Where annuities and legacies are made payable out of residuary real 
and personal estate, and, in an administration action the court haa 
made an order to get apart a sufficient sum to answer the annuities 
and legacies, the rest of the residuary real and personal estate is not 
thereby freed from the charge created in favour of the annuitants and 
legatees, 

William Bettell, by his will made in 1902, directed his trustees as 
to the residue of his real and personal estate to invest such part 
thereof as should consist of money, and out of the net income to 
arise therefrom and from the residue of his real estate, which he 
desired should be retained by his trustees, to pay certain annuities and 
legacies, and subject to such payments in trust to pay the remainder 
of such income to the persons and in the manner specified in the said 
will. The said testator died in 1905, and on the 3rd of December, 
1909, an order was made in an administration action, ordering that a 
sufficient sum of money should be paid into court to provide for the 
payment of the annuities and legacies given under the will. In Mav 
1910, a contract for the sale of a part of the testator’s real estate 
was entered into, and upon investigating the title the purchaser raised 
the point that the property was, notwithstanding the order of the 3rd 
of December, 1909, subject to and charged with the annuities and 
legacies given by the will. 

PaRKER, J., said that the events which had happened had not in 
any way exonerated the real estate from the charges created in 
favour of the annuitants and the persons becoming entitled to the 
legacies on the happening of certain future events. He was of opinion 
that the jurisdiction of the court, as exercised in the case of Re Parry 
(38 W. R. 226, 42 Ch. D. 570) and Harbin v. Masterman (44 W. RB. 
421, 1896, 1 Ch. 351), was a jurisdiction founded upon administration 
only. When there were annuities charged upon the income of 
residuary real and personal estate which was ample to provide for all 
the annuities the court would often, in the exercise of its administra- 
tive jurisdiction, set apart a fund to answer the annuities, and distribute 
the rest of the estate; but, as North, J., had said in Re Parry an 
exercise of this jurisdiction would not operate to release the rest of 
the estate, and if the fund set apart for the payment of the annuities 
should from any cause fail to answer the annuities, the annuitants 
could follow the rest of the property into the hands of the residuary 
legatees. He was not sure that this jurisdiction had been, or could well 
be, exercised with regard to real estate. The purchaser was right in 
his contention that the realty had not been released from the annuities 
and the legacies. His lordship added that the difficulty could be over- 
come by paying the purchase money into court in the administration 
action and making an application for an order as provided by section 5 
of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881. The court would 
then be able to declare the land free from the « harges.—CounseEL, J. G 
Wood; W. M. Cann. Soticrtors, Corbin, Greener, & Cook. for R. 1. 
Wilkinson, Barnsley ; Horsley & Weightman. - ea 

{Reported by F. Briges, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
Re THE APPLICATION OF THE GRAMOPHONE CO. (LIM. ). 
Parker, J. 16th June; 6th July. 
r - - bl a al + ~ 
Pangan Recerearme ron, Mann“ Gancrsona 
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The applicants for leave to proceed with the registration of a trade- 


mark under section 9, sub-section 5, of the Trade Varks Act, 1905, 





sought to register as a trade-mark a word, which, in the trade, had 
become distinctive of the applicants’ goods, but which to the general 
public had come to denote the name of an article without connoting any 
special manufacturer. 

Held, that the registration of the word ought not to be allowed to be 
proceeded with. 

Re Joseph Crosfield & Sons (Limited) (1910, 1 CA. 118). 

The applicant company, who were the manufacturers of a talking 
machine, operating a disc record, largely advertised their machine as 
a ‘‘gramophone ”’ (a word in existence before they acquired rights in 
the patents under which the machines were made). It appeared from 
the evidence before the court that whereas to the trade the word 
‘* gramophone ’’ had come to mean not only a machine operating a dix 
record, but also one of the applicants’ manufacture, to the general 
public it only denoted a talking machine, operating a disc record, as 
opposed to one operating a cylindrical record. The applicant company 
now sought leave to proceed with the application for the registration 
of the word ‘‘gramophone’”’ as a trade-mark under section 9, sub 
section 5, of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905. The Board of Trade, in 
opposing the application, contended that the word could not be adapted 
to distinguish the applicants’ machines from those of other manufac- 
turers, and that the application should, therefore, be dismissed. 

PARKER, J., said that an application under section 9, sub-section 5, of 
the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, in effect admits that the word sought to 
be registered had some direct reference to the character or quality of 
the goods in respect of which it was proposed to be registered. The 
word which in the present case the applicant company proposed to 
register as a trade-mark was the word ‘‘ gramophone,”’ and the goods 
in respect of which the word was proposed to be registered were stated 
to be gramophones and sound-recording and reproducing instruments, 
records, parts, and accessories. Besides the admission involved in the 
application, it was abundantly clear on the evidence that the word 
‘* gramophone’ had direct reference to the character of these goods. 
Whatever else it might connote, it certainly denoted a talking machine 
of a particular type. It could, therefore, only be registered in respect 
of talking machines, if, notwithstanding this, it was, in the opinion 
of the Board of Trade or the court, a distinctive word; that is, a 
word adapted to distinguish the talking machines of the applicant com- 
pany from those of other persons. It was also clear from the evidence 
that, to the general public, the word ‘‘ gramophone’’ now denoted a 
talking machine with disc, as opposed to cylindrical records; that is, a 
particular type of machine, and denoted this without any connotation 
of the source of manufacture. In this sense the word had found its 
way into dictionaries, was used in patent specifications, newspapers, and 
other current literature. On the other hand, it was equally clear that 
to the trade generally the word, while still denoting a talking machine 
of a particular type, connoted also the source of manufacture of such 
machine. What he had to decide was whether, under these circum- 
stances, the word ought to be admitted to registration as a word 
adapted to distinguish the machines of the applicant company from the 
machines of rival manufacturers. It could not be said that the word 
in itself was more adapted to distinguish the goods of one manufac- 
turer any more than the word ‘‘matches’’ would distinguish the 
matches of one maker from those of another. In itself, therefore, the 
word ‘‘ gramophone’’ could not, upon its own merits, be deemed dis- 
tinctive within the meaning of section 9, sub-section 5, of the Trade 
Marks Act, 1905. Even if the word had in the trade become distinc- 
tive, there still remained the question whether the application to 
register jt as a trade-mark ought to be allowed to proceed. It appeared 
from the judgments of the Court of Appeal in Re Joseph Crosfield & 
Sons (Limited) that. even where a word proposed to be registered had 
acquired a large degree of distinctiveness by use as a trade-mark, the 
court had a wide discretion in granting or refusing permission to pro- 
ceed with an application for its registration. In that case the word 
‘* Perfection’’ as applied to soap had acquired by user as a trade- 
mark, both in the trade and to some degree among the public, a secon- 
dary meaning, connoting the soap of the applicants for its registra- 
tion. The application was refused in the exercise of the discretion of 
the court, notwithstanding section 44 of the Act, under which, even 
after registration, any trader might have used the word “ Perfection ”’ 
in any bond-fide description of his own wares. If a laudatory word 
such as ‘‘ Perfection’? ought not to be admitted to registration, 
although among the trade it had become distinctive of the goods of a 
particular manufacturer, it seemed to follow, a fortiori, that the name 
by which an article is popularly known ought not to be admitted as a 
trade-mark for that article, although in the trade it had come to con 
note the source of its manufacture. His lordship, therefore, held that 
the application to register the word ‘* gramophone ’’’ ought not to be 
allowed to proceed, and dismissed the application with costs.—CounsEL, 
A. J. Walter, K.C., M. Romer, K.C., and J. H. Gray; Sir R. 
Isaacs, 8.G., and C. H. Sargant; H. B. Samuel. Soricrtors, Broad & 
Co.; Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Bristows, Cooke, 4 Carpmael. 

[Reported by F. Brieas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LAND’S PATENT. Parker, J. 28th June. 
Parent—LapseE—OmMIssion TO Pay RenewaL Fee—Mistake as To Law 
_‘* TJNINTENTIONAL ’’—Ri1GHT TO RESTORATION—PATENTS AND DESIGNS 
Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 29), s. 20. 
A patentee, having omitted to pay the renewal fee upon a patent 
which consequently lapsed, applied to have it revived in accordance 
with the terms of section 20 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, 

















10. 


— 
e, had 
reneral 
ig any 


to be 


alking 
ine as 
hts in 
from 
word 
a dis 
sneral 
d, as 
ipany 
ration 
sub 
e, in 
apted 
ufac 


5, ot 
ht to 
ly of 
The 
2d to 
roods 
tated 
ents, 
1 the 
word 
ods. 
hine 
spect 
nion 
8, a 
om 
ence 
dl a 
is, a 
tion 
| its 
and 
that 
hine 
such 
um 
ord 
the 
ord 
fac- 
the 
the 
dis 
ide 
in¢ 
to 
red 
ld 
nad 
the 
ro 
rd 
de- 
on 
ra- 


of 


NS 


nt 


ce 











July 16, 1910. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 54.] 081 





= 








which provides for the reviving of a patent in cases where there hus 
been an unintentional omission to pay the renewal fee. The patentee 
pleaded that he had not paid the im through being under the impres- 
sion that as he had made an application for letters patent for practi- 
cally the same invention with improvements, it was unnecessary for 
him to keep his earlier patent alive. 

Held, that as the omission to pay the fee was deliberate, and not 
unintentional, relief could not be granted, and that the reasons which 
lead to the patentee not paying the fee were immaterial. 


H. S. Land was the owner of a patent granted in. 1904 for improve- 
ments relating to lathe and other tool holders. Having perfected 
several improvements in the invention he, in July, 1909, applied for a 
new grant of letters patent, and furnished specifications shewing the 
earlier invention and the added improvements. In October, 1909, the 
second renewal fee in respect of the patent of 1904 became due, and, 
being at the time almost without means (though it was admitted that 
he could have raised the money if he had thought it necessary), and 
being under the impression that the improvements which were shewn 
in the specifications of 1909 covered and protected his earlier inven- 
tion, he deliberately abstained from paying it. Later in 1909 he filed a 
complete specification of the improved device, and was subsequently 
informed that his own patent of 1904 was an anticipation of the inven- 
tion, and that the former had lapsed through non-payment of the 
renewal fee. Land then applied to have the earlier patent revived 
under the terms of section 20 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907. 
The comptroller decided that the relief afforded by the Act was only 
to be granted in cases where ‘‘ the omission to pay the fee was uninten- 
tional, and there had been no undue delay,’ and that in this case, how- 
ever unfortunate to the petitioner his ignorance of the law might be, it 
was clear that he intended not to pay the fee, and that, therefore, no 
relief could be granted. Land now appealed from the decision of the 
comptroller. 

Parker, J., in the course of his judgment, said that prior to the 
passing of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, a patent which had 
lapsed owing to the non-payment of fees could only be restored by an 
Act of Parliament. Section 20 of the Act gave the comptroller power 
to restore a patent under certain conditions, the words of the section 
being as follows: ‘‘(1) Where any patent has become void owing to 
the failure of the patentee to pay any prescribed fee within the 
prescribed time, the patentee may apply to the comptroller . . . for 
an order for the restoration of the patent. (2) Every such application 
shall contain a statement of the circumstances which had led to the 
omission of the payment of the fee. (3) If it appears from such state- 
ment that the omission was unintentional and that no undue delay has 
occurred in the making of the application, the comptroller shall adver- 
tise the application, . and any person may give notice of opposi- 
tion at the Patent Office. . . . (5) After the expiration of the pre- 
scribed period the comptroller shall hear the case, and, subject to an 
appeal to the court, make an order either restoring the patent or dis- 
missing the application. .”’ It was clear that the omission referred 
to in paragraph 3 was the omission to pay the fee, and that the 
section only applied in cases where the omission to pay was uninten- 
tional. In order that the omission to pay the fee should be inten- 
tional it was only necessary that it should be present to the mind of 
the person who had to pay the fee that the fee was due, and that 
he should deliberately elect not to pay it. The reasons for that election 
were absolutely immaterial. If he were to hold that the omission to 
pay the fee had been unintentional within the meaning of the section 
it would be difficult to draw the line in giving the relief for which 
the section provided. The section only provided for one of a series of 
cases—i.e., the narrow case of unintentionally omitting to pay a fee, 
and did nof€ provide for the case where a man deliberately elected not 
to pay it under an erroneous supposition, which influenced his con- 
duct, and with which, under the section, the court had nothing to do. 
There was, therefore, no reason for his lordship to interfere with the 
decision of the comptroller. His lordship added that what he had said 
was without prejudice to a certain preliminary question—namely, as to 
whether he had jurisdiction, inasmuch as under sub-section 3 there was 
no provision for appeal. The appeal which lay to him was under sub- 
section 5, and it was from the decision of the Comptroller-General 
restoring the patent or dismissing the application after advertisement 
and opposition; but he had been asked to deal with the matter on the 
footing that he had jurisdiction in order to give his opinion as to the 
construction of the Act.—CounsgL, A. J. Walter, K.C., and F. C. H. 
Sinclair ; C. H. Sargant. Soxricrrors, McKenna & Co. ; Solicitor to the 
Board of Trade. 

(Reported by F. Briaas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


STEEDEN ». WALDEN. Eve, J. 4th July. 


Next Frienp or Inranr—Costs—RiIGuHT TO BE INDEMNIFIED AGAINST 
DamaGes AND Costs—Unsuvuccessrut Litigation. 


An infant is prima facie liable to indemnify his next friend against 
costs properly incurred on his behalf, and such liability will be enforced 
by making the infant’s property available to a the next friend in 


all cases where the court is satisfied that the litigation has been 


prompted by motives of benevolence towards the infant, and has been 
conducted in his interest and with diligence and propriety. 

This was an action for a declaration that the infant defendant was 
bound to indemnify the plaintiff, his next friend, against costs which 
he had incurred and the costs and damages which he had been ordered 


to pay in an unsuccessful action. The action was an action in which 
the present defendant sought to establish his title to certain real 
property as against a building society claiming to be legal mortgagees. 
An interim order was made restraining the building society from 
exercising their power of sale until judgment or further order on the 
usual undertaking as to damages. The action was brought under the 
advice of counsel, and was tried in February, 1909, when the action 
was dismissed and an inquiry directed whether the defendants had 
suffered any and what damage by reason of the interim order, and 
it was ordered that the next friend should within one month from the 
date of the certificate pay to the defendants any damages thereby 
certified, and also their taxed costs of the action. The plaintiff now 
claimed indemnity in respect of these damages and costs. 

Eve, J.—This action is of an unusual, if not of an unprecedented, 
character. The plaintiff recently acted as next friend of the defendant 
in an unsuccessful action, and he now sues the defendant, who is still 
an infant, claiming a declaration that the defendant is bound to 
indemnify him against the costs which he incurred and the costs and 
damages which he has been ordered to pay in the unsuccessful action. 
He further claims (1) a declaration that he is entitled to have the 
amount of such costs and damages charged upon the property of the 
infant; (2) to have the charge enforced by foreclosure or sale; and 
(3) the costs of this action. The unsuccessful action was one in which 
the present defendant sought to establish his title to certain property 
in Essex as against a building society claiming to be legal mortgagees. 
In the action an interim order was made restraining the building society 
from exercising their power of sale until judgment or further order 
upon the usual undertaking as to damages being given. The action was 
brought under the advice of counsel, and I am satisfied that all the 
facts known to the defendant’s advisers were fully and accurately 
placed before counsel, and that the action was conducted throughout 
in a proper and reasonable manner. It was tried by me in February, 
1909, and I gave judgment dismissing the action, directing an inquiry 
whether the defendants had suffered any and what damage by reason 
of the interim order, and ordering that the next friend should within 
one month from the date of the certificate pay to the defendants any 
damages thereby certified and also their taxed costs of the actian. The 
damages and costs payable to the defendants amount to £468 13s. 10d. 
The plaintiff’s own costs amount to £248 16s., and it is the total of 
these two sums for which the plaintiff claims indemnity in this 
action. The general attitude of the court towards the next friends of 
infants is stated by Lord Brougham in Nalder v. Hawkins (2 My. & K., 
at p. 247), and language much to the same effect is to be found in the 
judgment of Vice-Chancellor Turner in Smallwood v. Rutter (9 Hare 
24). The principles upon which the court acts in determining whether 
costs incurred by a next friend may properly be provided for out of 
property of the infant in the course of administration by the court 
are illustrated by such cases as Z'aner v. Ivie (2 Ves. sen. 465), Camp- 
bell v. Campbell (2 My. & Cr., at p. 30), Cross v. Cross (8 Beav. 
455), Clayton v. Clarke (7 Jur. N. 8. 562), and Pritchard v. Roberts 
(L. R. 17 Eq. 222). These and other decisions whereby property of 
an infant has been made available to recoup the next friend proceed 
on the footing that the infant is primd facie liable to indemnify 
the next friend against costs properly incurred on his behalf, and they 
shew that such liability ought to be and will be enforced in all cases 
where the court is satisfied that the litigation has been prompted by 
motives of benevolence towards the infant and has been conducted in 
his interest and with diligence and propriety. Moreover, in //elps v. 
Clayton (17 C. B. N. 8. 553), in a considered judgment to which 
Willes, Byles, and Keating, JJ., were parties, it was held that a 
plea of infancy was no defence to an action brought to recover the 
costs of a marriage settlement, prepared on the instructions of an 
infant given by her father as her agent on the ground that the pre- 
paration of the settlement, beneficial as securing to the infant a proper 
provision, might justly be considered a necessary suitable to her estate 
and position. Nor must it be overlooked that an infant attaining full 
age pendente lite, and abandoning the suit, must pay the costs of the 
next friend unless he can establish that the action was improperly 
instituted (Anon., 4 Mad. 461). In the present case, as already stated, 
proceedings were commenced under the advice of counsel, and although 
they proved unsuccessful and the infant has derived no benefit from 
them, the ultimate event, depending mainly as it did on 
the extent to which the title of the defendant mortgagees was 
affected by the fraudulent conduct of the _ infant’s father, 
remained a matter of uncertainty until all the evidence had been 
produced at the trial. Had 1 been administering the estate of the 
infant, and had an application been made to me to sanction the 
institution of the action and its prosecution to a hearing, I should 
have acceded to the application, and might even have gone so far as 
to authorize the raising of money to provide for the costs on the 
security of the infant’s property outside the subject of the action. I 
think, therefore, this is eminently a case to which I ought to apply the 
— underlying the decisions I have referred to, and I propose 
to make an order declaring that the defendant is bound to indemnify 
the plaintiff against the costs and damages which he was ordered to 
pay and the costs, charges, and expenses properly incurred by the 
plaintiff on the defendant’s behalf in, and in relation to, such action. 
As I am not administering the infant’s estate I do not see my wa 
to make any such declaration of charge as the plaintiff asks for, but 
I give liberty to apply, and I order the defendant to pay the costs of 
this action.—CounskEL, Jessel, K.C., and EZ. Ford; C. H. Carden Noad 
Soricrrors, Stoneham & Sons; G. R. Cawley. s 





[Reported by 8. E. Wiitiams, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

TRUMAN », ATTENBOROUGH. Walton, J. 30th June; 
Ist and 6th July. 


Sate or Goops—Passina or Property—Fravup-——VoIpabLe TITLE 
ESTOPPEL. 


The plaintiffs handed a pearl necklace to B. on the 18th of November, 
1909, on the terms of a note which provided that he received the goods 
‘‘on appro,” and that the goods were to remain the property of the 
plaintiffs until invoiced by them. It was orally arranged between the 
parties that the necklace should be paid for im cash and no credit 
should be given. On the same day B. pawned the necklace with the 
defendant, who acted in good faith, on the terms of a deposit note, which 
provided that the necklace should be held by the defendant as security 
‘* for the payment of £550, to be also a further charge on all 
other securities now held or which may be held. > On the 17th 
of December the plaintiffs, on the representation of B. that he had 
found a customer for the necklace, who would only pay on credit terms, 
invoiced the necklace to B. On the 17th of January, 1910, the plaintiffs 
handed a diamond necklace to B., together with a note similar in its 
terms to that accompanying the former note, and on the same day B. 
pawned it with the defendant on the terms of the former deposit note. 
In an action by the plaintiffs to recover the goods it was 


Held, that, although the plaintiffs were not estopped from denying 
the defendant's title, as the property in the pearl necklace passed when 
it was invoiced to B., and the plaintiffs had not avoided his title before 
the advance of the 17th of January was made, the defendant had a 
valid charge on the necklace in respect of the amount so advanced, but 
that there was no valid charge in respect of the diamond necklace. 


The plaintiffs, who were a firm of manufacturing jewellers, sued the 
defendant for the return of a diamond and a pearl necklace and 
damages for their detention. The facts, as found by the learned judge, 
were as follows: On the 18th of November, 1909, the plaintiffs 
handed a pearl necklace to one Bruford, who was a_ pearl 
and diamond dealer, on the terms of the following note: 
“On appro. from W. Truman (Limited), . . . Pearl neck 
lace, seventy-one pearls, 263 grs. £750 nett. These goods to 
remain the property of W. ‘Truman (Limited) until invoiced by 
them.’’ At the same time Bruford was told that the necklace must be 
paid for by cash only, and that there could be no credit. On the same 
day Bruford pawned the necklace with the defendant as security for a 
loan of £400, the advance being made by the defendant in good faith. 
On the 17th of December Bruford told plaintiffs that he had a customer 
for the necklace, but represented that the custorer would only pay by 
bills. The plaintiffs agreed to accept payment by bills, and on the 
following day, when Bruford falsely informed them that he had sold 
the necklace, the plaintiffs invoiced it to him. On the 17th of January, 
1910, the plaintiffs handed a diamond necklace to Bruford on the terms 
of a note similar to that given in respect of the pearl necklace, except 
that the words ‘‘ net cash’’ were added to the price; and on the same 
day Bruford pawned it with other articles with the defendant. In both 
cases the goods were pawned with the defendant on the terms of a 
deposit note, which provided that the defendant should hold the goods 
deposited ‘‘as security for the payment of £550 lent by 
her to me, together with interest thereon ‘ to be also a further 
charge on all other securities now held or which may be held by 
her... from me.”’ The plaintiffs discovered the fraud of Bruford 
early in February, 1910, and then issued the writ in the present action. 
It was submitted on behalf of the plaintiffs that the defendant only got 
Bruford’s title, which was voidable, and as the property in the goods 
had never passed to Bruford they were entitled to recover. It was 
contended on behalf of the defendant that in the case of the pearl neck- 
lace the property in it passed to Bruford when it was invoiced to him 
on the 18th of December, and that in any case the plaintiffs were 
estopped from denying the defendant’s title to the articles pledged. 
Cur. adv. vult. 

Watton, J., in the course of his judgment (after stating the facts) 
said he thought it was clear that the pearl necklace was not handed 
over to Bruford upon the ordinary terms of sale on approval, nor 
was there a completed sale. By the terms upon which it was handed 
over it was stipulated that it was to remain the property of the 
plaintiffs until invoiced by them, and until that was done there 
could be no completed sale. On the 17th of December the necklace 
was in fact invoiced to Bruford, and there was therefore a completed 
sale. If Bruford’s title was good, and one which could not be 
avoided, the benefit of it would have passed at once to the defendant, 
who would then become entitled to retain the necklace as a security 
for the advance. As the plaintiffs were induced to complete the 
transaction by Bruford’s fraudulent misrepresentations the transac- 
tion was voidable, but if before it was avoided he had dealt with 
some third person who had no knowledge of the fraud, and the 
dealing was in good faith and for value, then that third person would 
acquire a good title which could not be avoided by the plaintiffs. 
He thought, however, that the defendant, on the 18th of December, 
got a voidable title, and, subject to estoppel and the further Danas, 








on the 12th and 17th of January, the defendant got no charge on 
the pearl necklace in respect of the £400. On the point as to estoppel 
he had to consider the dicta of Farwell, L.J., in the case of Weiner 
v. Gill and Weiner v. Smith (1906, 2 K. B. 582), where it appeared 
to him that Farwell, L.J., in effect said that if. an article like a 
pearl necklace was handed over by its owner tv another in order that 
he might sell it on some particular terms, or in order that he might 
raise money upon it, whether for himself or the owner, then if 
that other person fraudulently pawned it or sold it contrary to the 
terms of his instructions, the person to whom it was sold or 
who advanced money on it might get a good title as against the true 
owner, but putting the present case in the highest way in favour of 
the defendant, he did not think the facts were sufficient to raise 
a case of estoppel. The last question was whether by a transaction 
of the 12th of January and a further transaction of the 17th of 
January primarily connected with the diamond necklace, by virtue 
of certain deposit notes signed by Bruford, the defendant did not 
acquire a charge for something on the pearl necklace. He thought 
the plain meaning of the deposit notes of the 12th and 17th of January 
was that the £550 advanced was to be a charge not only on 
jewellery deposited on that date, but on all other securities held by 
the defendant, and therefore on the pearl necklace deposited on the 
18th of November, and therefore, as it had been invoiced to Bruford, 
the property in it had passed to him, subject to the contract being 
avoided. It seemed to him, therefore, that the defendant had a good 
charge on the pearl necklace, although she had no charge in respect 
of advances made at a time when Bruford had no title. The result 
was that the plaintiffs were right in regard to the diamond necklace, 
but in regard to the pearl necklace the defendant was right, and 
had a charge upon it for an amount which would be reserved, and 
there would be judgment for the defendant for whatever she might 
be entitled to under the deposit notes.—Counset, Bankes, K.C., 
and Whateley; Lush, K.C., and Attenborough. Sowicrtors, Harston d 
Bennett; Stanley J. Attenborough. 
{[Reported by LEonNARD C, THoMAS, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 

COLLINS v, COLLINS. Evans, P. 4th July. 
Divorce—Wire’s Suir—OrpDER FOR MAINTENANCE—No Dum Sora et 
Casta CLause—-Morion By Husspanp To RescInD AND DISCONTINUE 
MatrimoniaL Causes Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 12)—Rerusat sy 

Court To Vary. 
When an order for maintenance is made by the court it is then deter- 


mined once and for all, subject to appeal, whether or not the dum sola 
et casta clause is to be inserted. 


Motion by respondent husband to vary or discharge an order made 
on the 25th of October, 1909, by which he had been ordered to pay to 
the petitioner maintenance of 1ls. per week. The motion sought to 
rescind or discontinue the maintenance on the ground that the peti- 
tioner, at the date of the said order, ‘‘ was and still is unchaste and 
immoral.’” Counsel for the petitioner took the preliminary objection 
that the court had no power to vary the order on the ground alleged. 
The court had power, under section 2 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1907, to order a husband to pay to his wife during their joint lives a 
monthly or weekly sum for her maintenance; and sub-section (a) of 
the same section allowed the court to discharge or modify the order if 
the husband subsequently, from any cause, became unable to make such 
payment. There was no dum sola'et casta clause in the original order 
made on the 25th of October, 1909; the allegation now made against 
the wife, and which was denied by her, was no ground for varying 
the order. The following cases were cited : “isher v. Fisher (10 W. R. 
122, 2 Sw. & Tr. 410), Chetwynd v. Chetwynd (14 W. R. 184, 1 P. 
& D. 39), Lander v. Lander (59 W. R. 416; 1891, P. 161), Wood v. 
Wood (1891, P. 272), Smith v. Smith (1898, P. 29), Kettlewell v. 
Kettlewell (1898, P. 138), Bradley v. Bradley (31 W. R. 200,7 P. D. 237), 
and Benyon v. Benyon (1890, 15 P. D. 54). Counsel for the respondent 
husband submitted that the principles upon which the court formerly 
acted were laid down in Fisher v. Fisher (supra) and Chetwynd v. 
Chetwynd (supra), but latterly the dum sola et casta clause was omitted 
where the court did not wish to put upon a wife, with an unblemished 
character, the indignity of inserting it. The clause should still be 
considered as part of the order by implication. Moreover, there was 
power to vary the order under the 1907 Act. In addition to the 
above cases counsel referred to Harrison v. Harrison (35 W. R. 703, 
12 P. D. 130), Gladstone v. Gladstone (1 P. D. 442), Edwards v. 
Edwards and Francis (1894, P. 33), and Parry v. Parry (1896, P. 37). 

Evans, P., upheld the preliminary objection, and said that the 
argument addressed to him by the respondent’s counsel amounted to 
this, that in every order of this kind a dum sola et casta clause ought 
to be inserted. If it was included, it was expressed; but if it was 
not expressed, then it was to be inferred. He (his lordship) could not 
think that was right. All the circumstances were considered when the 
order was made. It was then determined finally, subject to appeal, 
whether or not the clause should be inserted. He did not conside1 


that there was any more reason for varying the order now than to say 
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that a deed which did not contain the dum sola et casta elause ought 
to be held to contain it by implication. No suggestion was made 
that the means of the husband had altered. The only question was 
the alleged misconduct of the petitioner, about which he (his lordship) 
knew and said nothing, and that was not Sufficient to allow the motion 
to succeed. It would be dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Forbes, for 
respondent; Bayford, for petitioner. Soricrrors, W. B. Glasier, for 
respondent ; Law d> Worssam, for petitioner. 


[Reported by Dicosy Cores-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


P. v. P. AND T. Evans, P. 27th June; 9th July. 


Divornce—HvussBannp’s Surt—Wire’s Suir ror Jupic1an SEPARATION— 
Act on Petition By Wire—OrDER FoR ALIMONY OBTAINED By WiIFE— 
NoN-COMPLIANCE—HvsBAND’s Suit STAYED. 


A suit for divorce brought by the husband was stayed by the court 
owing to non-compliance with an order for alimony, pendente lite, 
obtained by the wife in a subsequent suit for judicial separation, she 
having by act on petition raised the question of jurisdiction in answer 
to the husband’s suit. 


Summons in chambers by the respondent wife to stay her husband’s 
suit for divorce on the ground that the husband had failed to comply 
with an order for payment of alimony, pendente lite. It appeared that 
on the 27th of May, 1909, the husband filed his petition for divorce on 
the ground of his wife’s alleged adultery with the co-respondent. On 
the 28th of May the wife petitioned for a judicial separation on the 
ground of her husband’s alleged cruelty, which by his answer he denied. 
On the 30th of June the wife, having appeared under protest to her 
husband’s suit, filed an act on petition, alleging that he was not 
domiciled in England, and that the court had no jurisdiction to enter- 
tain the suit. By his answer the husband alleged that he had acquired 
an English domicil. On the 19th of October the wife, having applied 
for alimony, pendente lite, obtained an order for payment of £3 a 
week, and there was now due to her over £160, nothing having been 
paid. On the 21st of December the wife attached certain motor shares, 
which constituted the only property of the husband in England. On 
the 11th of March, 1910, the wife obtained an order for payment of 
£74 (costs) and £35 (security) in the act on petition, and these amounts 
were paid on the 7th of May. Counsel for the wife stated that his 
client was penniless, while the husband had an allowance of £600 from 
his mother, and was entitled in reversion to large sums under the wills 
of his father and grandfather. He had not lived in England since 
August last, and was setting the court at defiance. Counsel for the 
husband submitted that the court had no power to make such an order. 
Alimony had been granted in the wife’s suit for judicial separation, a 
subsequent and separate suit from the original one, in which she had 
challenged the jurisdiction of the court. She might have applied for 
alimony in that suit (Ronalds v. Ronalds, 1875, 5 P. & D. 259), but 
not having done so, could not stay the husband’s suit for non-com- 
pliance with an order in her own suit. There was no authority sup- 
porting the present application, while by analogy Yeatman v. Yeatman 
(18 W. R. 232), Abdy v. Abdy (1896, 12 T. L. R. 524), and Keane v. 
Keane (1873, L. R., 5 P. & D. 52) were cases in which the court had 
refused a stay. Owing to there being an act on petition the suits could 
not be consolidated. On the question of means, the husband had 
received no allowance since October last, but merely ‘‘ pocket money ”’ 
amounting to £21 3s. 3d., of which a balance of 4s. 3d. remained. 


Evans, P., said that he was satisfied that he had a discretion in the 
matter, and that the husband could, if he chose to do so, obtain at 
any rate part of the arrears, as he had been able to obtain the £74 
and £35. That being so, the husband’s suit would be stayed until 
he had paid his wife £75 in respect of the arrears of alimony.— 
Counset, Bayford, for the wife; J. H. Murphy, for the husband. 
Soricrrors, Hasties; Steadman, Van Praagh, & Gaylor. 

[Reported by Diesy Corgs-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.) 





New Orders, &c. 


Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 
[10 Edw. 7, Ch. 8] 
Super-Tax, 1909-10. 


Notice is hereby given that, under the provisions of this Act, it is 
incumbent upon every individual, whose statutory income for the finan- 
cial year ended the fifth day of April, 1909, exceeded five thousand 
pounds, to give notice thereof to the Special Commissioners of Income 
Tax before the thirty-first day of July, 1910. 

Every individual, therefore, who has not already given such notice, 
or who has not received a form of return from the Special Commis- 
sioners, should before that date communicate in writing with the Clerk 
to the Special Commissioners at 49, Wellington-street, Strand, London, 
W.C., from whom the form of return may be obtained. 

Dated this lst day of July, 1910, 





J. E, Cuapman, Secretary. 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, 





Societies. 


The Law Society. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 
THe annual general meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, 
the 8th inst. at the society’s hall, Mr. Witiam Howarp WINTER- 
BOTHAM (president) occupying the chair. The meeting was very largely 
attended, the hall being crowded. The following members of the 
Council were present :—Mr. Henry James Johnson (vice-president), 
Mr. James Samuel Beale, Mr. Thomas William Bischoff, Mr. John 
James Dumville Botterell, Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. Alfred Henry 
Coley (Birmingham), Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. Robert William 
Dibdin, Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Robt. Ellett (Cirencester), Sir Edward 
Henry Fraser, D.C.L. (Nottingham), Mr. Samuel Garrett, M.A., Mr. 
Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mr. John Waller Hills, M.P., 
Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. Charles Berkeley 
Margetts (Huntingdon), Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. Ernest 
Fitzjohn Oldham, Mr. William Worship Paine, B.A., Mr. Richard 
Pennington, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, B.A., LL.D., 
D.C.L., Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, 
Mr. Frank William Stone (Tunbridge Wells), Mr. Walter Trower, 
and Mr. William Melmoth Walters; with the following extraordinary 
members :—Mr. Arthur Joseph Clarke (High Wycombe), Mr. Richard 
Stewart Cleaver (Liverpool), Mr. Thomas Eggar (Brighton), Mr. 
William Henry Norton (Manchester), Mr. Arthur Copson Peake 
(Leeds), Mr. Richard Alfred Pinsent (Birmingham), and Mr. Robert 
Pybus (Newcastle-on-Tyne), Mr. 8. P. B. Bucknill (secretary), and Mr. 
E. R. Cook (assistant secretary). 
ELEcTION OF COUNCIL. 

The following sixteen candidates had been nominated to fill the fifteen 
vacancies on the Council caused by the retirement in rotation of ten 
members and the deaths of Mr. E. K. Blyth, Mr. T. Marshall (Leeds), 
Mr. C. Mylne Barker, Mr. Frank Dawes, and Sir John Hollams :— 
Mr. Cecil Allen Coward, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert Ellett (Ciren- 
cester), Mr. Walter Henry Foster, Sir Edward Henry Fraser, D.C.L., 
Mr. John Waller Hills, M.P., Mr. Henry James Johnson, the Hon. 
Robert Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Philip Hubert Martineau, Mr. Arthur 
Copson Peake (Leeds), Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Charles Leopold 
Samson, Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. William 
Melmoth Walters, and Mr. Robert Mills Welsford. 

The Presipent said he had received a letter from Mr. Martineau 
withdrawing his candidature in view of the fact that he did not want 
to put the society to the trouble of a contested election. As the can- 
didates were therefore no more in number than the vacancies, he 
declared them duly elected. 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Mr. Henry James Johnson was elected president and Mr. William 
John Humfrys (Hereford) vice-president. 
AvDITORS. 
Mr. John Stephens Chappelow, F.C.A., Mr. Edward Temple Gurdon, 
and Mr. Charles Gibbons May were elected auditors of the society’s 
accounts for the year ensuing. 


, 
Mr. Lioyp GeorGE AND THE Soctery. 


The PresIpENT said that the next business on the agenda was to 
submit the accounts and the annual report, but as chairman he had the 
privilege of varying the order of the meeting as he should think most 
convenient, and he thought it would be more convenient if the business 
of considering the report and accounts-was deferred until the resolution 
of which the members had had notice, and which it had been proposed 
to move on behalf of the Council was put to the meeting. He therefore 
called upon Mr. Ellett on behalf of the Council to move the resolution, 
which was as follows :—‘‘ That this meeting protests against the attack 
made upon the society by the Chancellor of the Exchequer in his speech 
in the House of Commons upon the third reading of the Consolidated 
Fund (2) Bill on the 15th June, 1910, and declares that the allegation 
made by him in that speech to the effect that the society’s opposition 
to proposals in Parliament has been uniformly based on a selfish desire 
to maintain professional charges in disregard of the public interest is 
unfounded in fact, and is an unjust aspersion upon the honour of 
the profession of which he is a member.” 

Mr. Rosert Etterr (Cirencester) accordingly moved the resolution. 
He said it was not with any feeling of pleasure that he rose to do 
so. He shared the feeling of the Council that they had a duty to 
perform, and he confessed that he regarded it as an unpleasant duty. 
It wag not that the society objected to fair criticism; that they always 
welcomed, and it was not that they grudged the dramatist or the 
novelist the enjoyment they derived from their old friend the stage 
attorney. He hoped they were as able as their neighbours to enjoy a 
joke. But what they objected to was that a Cabinet Minister, him- 
self a member of the society, speaking in the House of Commons, 
should impute to the society in its connection with legisla- 
tion sordid and contemptible motives. He thought it was time for them 
to protest, and the Council had thought it to be their duty to give 
the members of the society the earliest possible opportunity of recording 
their protest and denying pees, the charge thus publicly made. The 
circumstances under which the charge was made were these: On the 
15th of last month the Consolidated Fund Bill was on for third 








684 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





July 16, 1910. 








reading in the House of Commons, and the occasion was taken by 
some honourable members to criticise the working of the Finance Act, 
and especially of the Somerset House regulations on that Act, and 
particularly with reference to the increment duty. In the course of 
that discussion reference was made to a case spoken of as Emmott’s 
case, in which some solicitors, who had nothing to do with the Council, 
had written to an honourable member giving the facts of a case where 
difficulty had been occasioned by the working of the Act, and mention 
ing an opinion which had been given by the Council of the society that 
the expenses occasioned by compliance with the Somerset House regula- 
tions were expenses payable by the vendor or lessor, as the case might 
be, and that they were not ‘covered by the authorized scale. That 
opinion was given by the Council of the so iety in the ordinary course 
of its business, without any reference whatever to the pros or cons of 
the Finance Act. A number of members had written to ask what their 
duty was with reference to these extraordinary charges, and the Council 
expressed their opinion, and that was quoted by the solicitor referred 
to, and the Council had nothing to do with the question discussed in 
the House of Commons. Thereupon Mr. Lloyd George, in the course 
of his reply, used these words: ‘‘I know something more than the 
honourable gentleman about the Law Society ; and I have never seen a 
Bill for the reform of the law, whether brought in by a Liberal Govern 
ment or a Conservative Government, that the Law Society did not 
oppose, if it was to have the effect of reducing the charges in the 
profession to which I have the honour to belong. Take the case of the 
Bill introduced for the registration of title. The Law Society fought 
it just as hard as they have fought the Budget, and for the same 
reason; and the Law So iety knows perfectly well that in the long run 
the effect of registering every particular of this kind in a great national 
registry will be to simplify the transfer of land.”” That was Mr. Lloyd 
George’s statement in the House in reply to a criticism which had been 
offered. First of all, it would be noticed that there was a general 
charge that the Law Society op yposed every measure of law reform if 
it interfered with their remuner: ition ; and, se ondly, there were specific 
charges, one that the society was opposed to the registration of title, 
and the other that they fought the Budget, and fought it because of 
costs. It would be observed that it was inferentially only that the 
charge with reference to the Budget was alleged. It was not stated 
in terms, as it was with regard to the registration of title, that they 
were opposed toit; it said that they opposed the registration of title, 
that they fought that Bill as hard as they fought the Budget. So that 
as regarded the Budget there were, in fact, two charges. He would 
deal with the general allegation and with the attitude towards registra 

tion of title presently. But with reference to the Budget it took two 
forms, first that the society fought the Budget hard, and, secondly, that 
they did so because it interfered with their charges. He observed the 
laugh that had arisen in the meeting when he read the reason given by 
Mr. Lloyd George upon the latter point; and it did seem to him that it 
was a perfect myth to suppose that any opinion in compliance with the 
regulations as to the filling up of papers which Somerset House had 
furnished with reference to the increment duty could by any possibility 
have any bearing upon the question of the registration of title. Then, 
with regard to the society’s attitude respecting the Budget, in the 
first place, they never did oppose the Budget in the sense in which 
they had often opposed other measures. The usual course when they 
wished to oppose a Bill, and the proper course, was to petition against 
it; and the society endeavoured to bring all the Parliamentary influence 
they could to bear so that members in the House might oppose the 
measure. With reference to the Budget they did nothing of the kind. 
They did, it was true, express their opinion that the measure was in 
some respects unworkable, and in some respects would be harsh in its 
operation. He thought they were perfectly entitled to express that 
opinion. But there was an end of it. They took no active steps in 
the sense of Parliamentary action to oppose the Budget. Therefore, 
when Mr. Lloyd George spoke of their having fought the Budget hard 
he was speaking contrary to the fact. What the Council did with 
reference to the Budget was this—as soon as the Bill was introduced it 
was referred in the ordinary course of their practice to a committee. 

That committee considered the Bill and issued an elaborate report. 

That report the Council circulated, and they sent it to the press and 
elsewhere. That it was of value was proved by the fact that many of 
its suggestions were adopted before the Bill was passed. Therefore 
their action in that respect was certainly directed to the public interest, 

and had nothing to do with their own interest. The a t thing the 
Council had thought of in dealing with the Bill thus was the question 
of costs, because he imagined that if they had really had the desire to 
look at the question from the point of view of costs, the passing 
of an Act of this kind, bristling as it did with difficulties which must 
at some stage or other be settled by legislation, would be, if he might 
use the term, a favourable lawyer’s measure. But later Mr. Lloyd 
George gave a more ae turn to the statement, because with refer- 
ence to the question of there being some few guineas extra costs inc urred 
in complying with the regulations as to the increment duty, when he was 
dealing with that point he said : ‘‘ Does the honourable member really 

mean that the Law Society will get up a great agitation against the 
Bill”—which they did not do—‘‘ that increased the charges of the 
lawyer by three guineas ”’ ; the clear implication of that being that what- 

ever their opinion of the Bill might be, however bad they might think 
it, however prejudicial to the public interest they thought it to be, if it 
would add three nce elon money that was coming to their pockets 
they would not oppose it but support it. He said that was a grave 
imputation to make upon the honour of the profession. Now he came 








to the specific charges. The first was that the society opposed regis- 
tration of title. It was perfectly true that they always had opposed 
compulsion of land owners under the present system. They thought 
that the system was a bad one, and they thought it unfair to force 
it upon the public whether they wanted it or no. That was the 
attitude they had always taken with reference to that Bill. It was the 
attitude which they ought, as practical people who knew a great deal 
more about it than a great many others who talked about it, to take 
up, the attitude they had a perfect right to take, and, whether they 
were right or wrong, at all events they regarded that question now 
as being sub judice. The president at a recent meeting stopped dis- 
cussion on that ground, and he (Mr. Ellett) could only say 
that it would have been well if the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
had observed the same caution, and had not spoken as he 
had on the assumption that compulsory registration of titles 
under the present system was a good thing—for he assumed that 
throughout, and in doing so he was begging the whole question 
which the Royal Commission had got to settle. Then the Chancello 
of the Exchequer went on to say: ‘‘The Law Society has always 
opposed every Bill of that kind.’” He must mean, of course, every 
Bill which, from his point of view, was a good one. ‘They had 
opposed the Public Trustee Act, Registration of Title, Middlesex 
Registry, and everything else. They opposed the simplification of 
bankruptcy proposed by the right honourable member for West 
Birmingham, and they were always opposed to such proposals.” = 
would take the first in his list, the Public Trustee Bill. The pul 
trustee question had come to the front in 1895, when a ta was 
made by a Select Committee of the House of Commons, in which 
they very carefully dealt with the two systems which had been sug 
gested to them. One was the official system known as the New 
Zealand system, which was practically what had been put in force 
under the later Act. The other was the Scotch system of judicial 
factors. The Select Committee of the House of Commons rejected 
the official system, and reported in favour of the Scotch system. 
Upon that the Judicial Trustee Act of 1896 was passed. There was 
never any opposition by the Council to that, and the Council, on the 
contrary, had recommended the system, because they believed that it 
met the real needs of the case. The matter might have remained 
there; he thought that Act very well covered the ground; but those 
who desired the imposition of an official system, the creation of a 
new public department, the creation of new patronage, wanted the 
Public Trustee Act. The Council certainly did oppose — that, 
but they opposed it not as an opposition to law reform, for they did 
not believe it was a law reform. They opposed it because, in thei 
opinion, there were better modes of managing trusts than that which 
could be done through an official trustee. But whether their opinion 
was right or wrong “the public would, at all events, judge, and the 
public “might yet, for all he knew, prefer their system to that of the 
Public Trustee Act. The next on the list was the Middlesex Registry. 
It was difficult to say what the Chancellor of the Exchequer meant. 
‘They had opposed the Middlesex Registry.” The Middlesex Registry, 
he (Mr. Ellett) imagined, was in force before the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer or any of those present were in existence. What he imagined 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer meant was the Bill which subsequently 
became the Act of 1891. If he (Mr. Ellett) had wanted to sing the praise 
of the Law Society he should not have wished for any better text 
than this question of Middlesex registration. What was the attitude 
of the Council of the Law Society on this point? Before any legisla 
tion was proposed, when there were great anomalies and abuses in 
the office, the Council supported the late Mr. Munton in attacking 
in the courts of law those anomalies and the excessive fees that were 
then charged. That was the attitude of the Council towards the 
Middlesex Registry, and that, he took it, was in the interest of the 
public, and not in their own interest. Then came the Bill for the 
het of 1891. That was introduced on Lord Truro’s death, Lord 
Truro having held the office of registrar as a sinecure office for very 
many years and having drawn a large sum from the fees paid by the 
public. The Council did not oppose the Bill of 1891; on the contrary, 
they assisted the registrar in preparing the rules for < varrying that 
Act into operation. ‘So that the charge that the society opposed the 
Middlesex Registry was not true in any sense that he knew, and, in 
fact, he was somewhat puzzled to know in what sense the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer made the charge. Perhaps he was thinking of this, 
the Council were of opinion, and they expressed their opinion, as they 
had a right to do, that when the opportunity for a change had come 
by the death of Lord Truro these fees should have been reduced 
in the interest of the public. But the Government kept up the fees, 
and transferred the profits of the office to their bantling the Land 
Registry. He believed it could hardly be thought that the society 
had any need to fear criticism on the subject of the Middlesex 
Registry. The last specific charge was that the society opposed the 
simplification of bankruptcy proposed by Mr. Chamberlain. There 
again the Chancellor of the Exchequer was very unfortunate in his 
facts. The Council did not oppose the measure at all. What hap- 
pened was this: At a very early stage of the matter Mr. Chamberlain 
asked to receive a deputation from the Council at the Board of Trade 
to discuss with him this question. The Council responded to that 
invitation, and subsequently the draft Bill was submitted to them, 
and they made many suggestions, many of which were adopted, 
and in the course of the passage of that Bill through th 
House it was supported by Mr. Gregory, who at that time 
was a member of the Council, and who was the mouthpiece 


{of the Council at the time, and it was also supported by Lord 
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Wolverhampton, then Mr. Fowler. What the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer really thought when he said the Council opposed the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, he (Mr. Ellett) confessed he did not understand. He 
had dealt with all the specific allegations, and he would refer once 
more to the general statement. ‘“ He knew something more than the 
honourable gentleman about the Law Society, and he had never seen 
a Bill for the reform of the law brought in by a Liberal Government 
or a Conservative Government that the Law Society did not oppose if 
it was to have the effect of reducing the charges of the profession. 

That was the general drag-net clause. He did observe with some 
comfort that the society were not at all events accused of political 
party action in the matter, because it was said they were perfectly 
impartial in their opposition, whether the measure came from Liberals 
or Conservatives, and he had yet to learn that it was a sin flor any 
body of men to take reasonable and proper steps for protecting their 
own interests. He had yet to learn that it was wrong on the part 
of the Law Society to defend the small privileges in respect of which 
they were heavily taxed. What other society would not do the same? 
But he affirmed that the Law Society never had opposed, and he hoped 
it never would oppose, any measure which was really for the public 
benefit solely on the ground of its bearing upon the profession. The 
whole charge, he unhesitatingly asserted, was unfounded. The record 
of the Law Society with reference to law reform was a good record. 
It had been recognized by statesmen, by judges, by the bar, and by 
the press. It was written on the statute book. Turning to a few 
questions, let them take land law reform. Who had been the real 
originators of modern land law reform? It was the society. As far 
back as 1860 the then president, Mr. Cookson, laid down in a very 
able paper the particular lines on which land law reform should 
proceed, and it would be well if those who called themselves land law 
reformers nowadays would read and take to heart that very able paper 
and the admirable suggestions that it made. Coming to 1881, when 
the Conveyancing Bill, and subsequently the Settled Lands Bill, were 
introduced. The genesis of these great measures proceeded from the ex- 
president of the society, Mr. Nathaniel Tertius Lawrence, and the 
society had throughout supported in every way those great measures 
which had done so much to get rid of unnecessary forms and verbiage, 
and, of course, to reduce the expense of the deed, and thereby, the 
Chancellor notwithstanding, to reduce the remuneration of solicitors. 
Since then a variety of measures for simplifying the conveyancing 
system had been from time to time actually prepared and promoted by 
the society. So recently as 1906 there were three Bills prepared which 
passed the House of Lords, where due recognition was given to their 
authorship, and one of these Bills was a Bill drafted by Mr. Wolsten- 
holme, which would have gone far, he thought, to settle this question 
of transfer of land by dealing in a broad and statesmanlike manner 
with the expenses of tenure and the simplification of titles and assimi- 
lating the law of real and persorial property as far as possible for the 
purpose of transfer. Taking the common law side, great reforms were 
embodied in the Common Law Procedure Acts of 1852 and 1854, which 
the Council took a great part in aiding and supporting and getting 
through Parliament. Surely these were measures not. for the putting of 
money into solicitors’ pockets, but for facilitating litigation, reducing 
unnecessary costs, and promoting the interests of the public. In 1851, 
a report of the society led to the abolition of the office of Master in 
Chancery, which had survived and which was a clog on procedure and 
the occasion of unnecessary expense. The society took an active part 
in dealing with the old probate and proctorial system, and the part 
which the society took in these matters was all directed to the interests 
of the general public. Then came the Judicature Commission, the fore- 
runner of those great Judicature Acts which had done so much towards 
simplifying and putting on a better basis the laws of this country. 
On that commission Sir John Hollams served. He was one of the 
most active and hard-working members of the commission, and he was 
aided throughout in that work by the Council of the society. The 
object of the Act was the simplification and the cheapening of pro- 
cedure. That reduced costs, and of necessity reduced the profits of the 
profession. But, nevertheless, in the public interest it was supported 
by the society. He had omitted to mention in reference to land law 
reform that the Council were still engaged in the promotion of valuable 
measures for the amendment of the conveyancing svstem, and that in 
that they were most ably and energetically assisted by Mr. Hills. M.P., 
a member of the Council. Now he came to the country. The County 
Court Acts had at all events been measures for the simplification of 
procedure in regard to the recovery of debts. The earliest’ county 
court measure—the Small Debts Bill—he understood emanated from 
the Society of Solicitors, which existed before the Law Society took 
its rise. But at all events he could speak positively as regarded the 
County Court Acts for a great many years past. Every one had been 
promoted and assisted by the society. Tt had endeavoured to extend 
the jurisdiction of the county courts, the simplification of its procedure. 
the lessening of its expense, and it had on the occasion of the Act of 
1903 had the valuable services of Sir Albert Rollit, without which the 
Act would not have been passed. It was not true that the society was 
opposed to law reform. It was opposed to unnecessary officialism. 
because it considered that it was undesirable in the public interest that 
the private business of the inhabitants of this country should be con- 
ducted by a Government department. He claimed that the society was 
a true law reformer. The members of the Council spent their time 
and money, the money of the society, in promoting measures or in 
opposing measures, as the case might be, and in bringing what influence 
they could to bear upon legislation, and that in the public interest. 





He did not believe there was any other body of men who gave so much 
time and money to the public service asthe society did. At all events, 
he was sure that no important reform in legal procedure during the last 
half-century had taken place which had not in some way received the 
support of the society. Those were the facts, and he thought they 
bore out to the finish the resolution. He thought they justified him 
in saying that the charge was a gratuitous one and an unjust one. It 
was unnecessary to use, and he hoped they would not use at all in the 
course of the discussion strong or vituperative language in any way. 
The facts were quite strong enough of themselves. He had been 
wondering under what conditions the Chancellor of the Exchequer could 
have been led into making these charges. It was possible, of course, 
that owing to the multiplicity of his other engagements he might have 
been unaware of the important and useful part the society had taken 
with reference to measures of law reform. It was possible that he 
might have been led into using the language he (Mr. Ellett) had read 
in the heat of debate. Whether it was the one or the other, he ven- 
tured to say that it would be a dignified thing if the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer were to acknowledge his error. There would be no loss of 
dignity in doing that; on the contrary, the higher and more distin- 
guished the office which he held, the more reason why he should take 
an early opportunity of receding from a position which he thought he 
had shewn to the meeting was an absolutely untenable one. At any 
rate, if the meeting passed the resolution they would have done their 
duty, and they would have put on record their protest and their denial ; 
and in that sense he begged to move the resolution. 

Mr. J. S. Beate seconded the resolution. He said he shared with 
Mr. Ellett the deep regret that it should be necessary for the society in 
general meeting to repel such an attack made upon it by one of its 
ewn members. But the charge was explicit and unmistakable, 
and it was their duty to meet it. He would not, after Mr. 
Ellett’s able and exhaustive speech, repeat what he had said. 
He asked the meeting to assume that it was all accurately 
expressed, and that it needed no support from a seconder. But 
with regard to the question of the action of the Council in dealing 
with projects of legislation or law reform, he did not think it was 
necessary for them to do more than to refer to the annual reports 
which the Council had made year by year. They did not work in the 
dark. They told the members exactly in the annual reports what had 
been done during the past year, and nothing would be found in them 
which would in any way support the charge which the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer had made against the society. The one statement which 
they did not attempt to controvert was that they opposed the Land 
Transfer Bill. They did oppose it, and while he did not want to say 
anything that could be thought to be dealing with a subject which 
was sub judice, he did mean to say that it was admitted that outside 
the compulsory area the Act had proved a dead letter, and that if the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer believed that within the compulsory area 
the Act had operated to the benefit of landowners and saved them 
trouble and expense, then he was alone, or very nearly alone, in that 
opinion. He thought it was a little curious that this charge against the 
Law Society should have followed so very closely, within a very few 
weeks, after the retirement from the Government of the Chancellor’s 
colleague, Lord Wolverhampton, who had been an active and honoured 
member of the Council for very many years, and whose advice the 
Council had been accustomed to obtain in dealing with Parliamentary 
matters particularly, and who must therefore be included in this general 
condemnation. He hoped that whether this motion commended itself 
to them or not it would*be discussed purely on its merits. without 
reference to any other outside considerations, whether political or 
pictorial. That other question was not for to-day. It would not he 
either in good order or good taste that it should form part of the dis- 
eussion. Looking at the very trivial cause which gave rise 
to this discussion in the House of Commons—and it was per- 
fectly certain to his mind that the*Chancellor of the’ Exchequer 
did not realize that the action of the Council on this trivial incident 
was taken by the Council, or, rather by a committee of the Council, in 
the ordinary course of its business, doing its duty to the members 
without a particle of partizanship, or feeling in the remotest manner 
either for or against the land taxation or the collection of the duty 
he could not help thinking that his remarks must have been made 
rather in the heat of that Parliamentary discussion which sometimes 
became acrimonious; and could quite understand that: when a man was 
irritated by debate he would say rather what. first came into his head 
than express his considered views. He could not help honing that it 
might be a hasty expression altogether on the nart of the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, which, as Mr. Elett had said, it would be honourable to 
him and to the society if he were to admit. He hoped that micht be 
so. The society did not want to put themselves in opposition to him or 
to anvbody else, but he did say that if it was the considered opinion of 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer that the action of the society and its 
elected representatives in regard to legislation was influenced by profes- 
sional greed apart from the interests of their clients and of the 
public, then, although the Chancellor of the Excheauer had said in that 
hall that he was proud to belong to the profession, he doubted if, under 
these conditions, they would be proud of his connection with it. 

Mr. J. S. Rvsrnstern said it did not appear to him that the meeting 
need discuss the matter much longer. They had heard from the pro- 
poser and seconder almost evervthing that could he said practically. 
He thought that the Council had hardly done itself justice, because when 
the Chancellor of the Excheaner referred to the society as opposing the 
compulsory registration of title, he apparently overlooked the fact that 
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the Act of 1897 was intended to be an experimental one, and that was 
agreed to by the Council, and was, as a matter of fact, the result of a 
compromise. The Council said, Yes, you believe in the system. We 
do not, but by all means try it in one county for a limited period. 
The intention was to try it in one county, and at the end of- three 
years judgment could be formed as to whether or not it was a successful 
measure. He thought the Council was entitled to take the credit of 
the concession they made to the authorities, and that, holding the 
strong opinion they did that the Act was an unworkable one, they 
should have stuck to their guns. But at all events they did accede 
to the wish of the authorities. It was astonishing to find the Chan 
cellor of the Exchequer, who presumably knew what was going on 
in the world, so absolutely ignorant of the matter. Not only the 
solicitors but the public were unanimously against the system, so that 
when he talked about making it a national one, he was going in 
defiance of all the experience of the measure. The present Royal Com- 
mission sent out an invitation to all the county councils to say they 
were in favour of it, and every one of them refused to do so. 

Mr. Bourcuier F. HAwksiey asked whether any communication had 
been made to the Chancellor of the Exchequer. He thought that should 
have been done before the meeting passed this very drastic resolution. 

The PRESIDENT said that as the speech was made in the House of 
Commons there had been no opportunity of answering the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer there. The Council sent him a copy of the resolution 
which they proposed to move in the hall, and he (the president) accom- 
panied it by a personal letter, as he had the pleasure of his acquaintance, 
telling him how much he regretted that in his presidency the resolution 
would be moved, and he rather invited by the words he used some 
communication. The Chancellor of the Exchequer had not replied. 

Mr. HawksLey, referring to the words with which Mr. Beale had 
closed his speech with regard to not having Mr. Lloyd Georgé as a 


member, he ventured to submit that it would not be unreasonable to 

postpone the further consideration of the matter until the Chancellor 

of the Exchequer was at all events invited to answer the charge. It 

was quite obvious that the Chancellor of the Exchequer, having regard 
| 


l 
to what he said in that hall some months ago, had regard for the 
society of which he was a member. He suggested that before a vote 
of this character was passed the Chancellor of the Exchequer should 
have an opportunity of answering. It was perfectly well known that 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer could not be present at the meeting 
for the very good reason that the Budget Bill was being discussed at 
the moment. He did not propose to move an amendment, but he did 
venture to say, as a member of the rank and file off the profession, that 
they would not do themsel ve any good if they attached to what after 
all was a passing statement in the House of Commons so much weight, 


and passed what they must consider a very serious vote of censure 
This was not, of course, a political meeting, They might have their own 
political views, and they knew that in the heat of debate, as Mr. Ellett 


had said, words were used which on reflection one regretted having 
made use of. He simply urged that the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
had not had the usual opportunity of explaining. It was obvious that 
it would be useless to attempt to move an amendment in view of the 
feeling of the meeting, but he should like to say that in one sense they 
ought really to be obliged to the Chancellor of the Exchequer for having 
made the statement, as it had enabled the members to hear the eloquent 
and able speech of Mr. Ellett. He appealed earnestly to the members 
to think once and twice and thrice before passing such a vote of censure 
The charge, after all, was that the society always opposed any Bill 
which was supposed to affect their own pockets. Who cared about 
that? Was there any profession, the legal, the clerical, or the medical 
as Mr. Ellett had said, that did not look after itself? 

Mr. Epwarp Berr said that it occurred to him that the proper and 
dignified attitude of the society was to support the motion which he 
ventured to put before them namely, to move the previous question. 
This was a consideration of what was really a momentous matter. He 
asked the president when he sent the letter to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer. 

The PrestpENT said he sent the very day the resolution was printed 
—he had the first notice of it. 

Mr. Betr said it was extraordinary that no name of the proposer of 
the notion was put upon the notice 

The PrestpENtT: The notice says it was to be moved by a member of 
the Council. 

Mr. BELt said the members were generally informed wlio was to pro 
pose a motion. He ventured to think that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer never intended to have read into what he said the meaning 
which the resolution seemed to imply. He would draw the attention of 
members to the exact words which the Chancellor of the Exchequer used 
as given in Hansard’s report. Nothing was said about attacking the 
honour of the profession. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said: “I 
have never seen a Bill for the reform of the law, whether brought in 
by a Liberal Government or a Conservative Government, that the Law 
Society did not oppose if it was to have the effect of reducing the 
charges in the profession to which I have the honour to belong.” 
Could it be thought for a moment that the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
would use that last phrase if he belonged to a profession which he was 
stigmatizing as having uniformly the selfish desire to retain profeseional 
charges in disregard of the public interest. He moved the previous 
question for the purpose of allowing some sort of expression of opinion 
without a definite vote of censure being passed. It might come to the 
ears of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and he might remove an 


he ever intended to cast a slur upon the profession to which, as he 

himself stated, he had the honour to belong. 

The PRESIDENT said that, according to the bye-laws, the motion would 
take the form ‘‘ That we proceed to the next business.’”” The motion 
must be seconded without any speech, and unless Mr. Ellett desired to 
speak, the motion must be put to the meeting without debate. 

Mr. Lyrtt seconded the motion. 

The motion was rejected by a large majority, some half-dozen votes 
only being given in its favour. 

Mr. SypNey Morse moved, as an amendment, ‘‘ That this meeting 
being of opinion that the remarks of the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
upon the third reading of the Consolidated Fund (2) Bill in the House 
of Commons on the 15th June, 1910, as to the action of the society 
in regard to propositions in Parliament are not calculated to influenc: 
any impartial person, expresses its confidence in the Council, and 
decides to proceed to the next business.”’ 

The PResIpENT said it appeared to him that the motion was only 
a repetition, because it ended with the words, ‘‘ proceed to the next 
business.”” He did not think it was an amendment at all if it did not 
contain those words; it was merely a pious expression of opinion. 

Mr. Morse said he felt that the remarks of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer were absolutely beneath the dignity of the society to notice. 
Everybody knew Mr. Lloyd George’s inaccuracy, and that at a pinch 
he would say anything. He did not think that anyone outside the 
society would take any notice of what Mr. Lloyd George said. He 
felt that they would do best by treating the matter with silent con 
tempt. 

Mr. CuHArLEs Forp eaid he very strongly sympathized with the sug- 
gestion of the last speaker. It was beneath the notice of a profession 
like that of the solicitor, and of a society such as the Law Society, 
that a mere politician should have made remarks at random. They 
should all feel that Mr. Lloyd George had not had the opportunity of 
knowing the high motives that actuated the body of the profession. He 
hoped that some resolution would be adopted that would not give Mr 
Lloyd George so much prominence. 

Mr. Raymonp BiaGpen said he opposed the resolution for the reason 
that he thought it was not for the members to whitewash themselves 
Surely it was the duty of every profession to see that its charges were 
not infringed upon, and they ought not to come there and complain 
piteously of such a statement as Mr. Lloyd George had made. 

Mr. F. M. Guepatra agreed with the last speaker, on the ground 
that Mr. Lloyd George was thinking of the continued and persistent 
hostility of the society to every scheme of reform in ‘many legal 
matters for many years past. He thought that Mr. Lloyd George 
went too far in suggesting that that opposition was inspired by any 
prejudice. He was second to none in his admiration for individual 
members of the Council. They might all disagree about matters, but, 
at all events, they could respect one another, and he thought that the 
Council might respect Mr. Lloyd George’s views, however much they 
might disagree with the view he had taken of certain facts. Mr. 
Ellett had read a long list of matters in which the Council had taken 
a good part; Mr. Lloyd George no doubt would have something to 
say quite different of another list, but whether they were in agreement 
or in disagreement he thought the Council, with its limited member- 
ship of the profession, was casting a reflection upon itself when it 
passed a condemnation of the most distinguished solicitor of the day. 

Mr. H. R. Reynotns said it had always seemed to him that these 
comments had been dictated by a regard for what was likely to prove 
of benefit to the public rather than for the pecuniary interest of the 
profession. ,He should have thought it would have been obvious to 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer—it was very obvious to a great many 
solicitorse—that contentious legislation was the very best thing for 
promoting litigation and putting money into the pockets of the pro 
fession. And the Council could not, therefore, be accused of undue 
regard for the interests of the pockets of solicitors if they opposed 
legislation which was likely to produce such an effect. 

The Present said he wished to say one word from the chair. He 
had not come there with the desire of abusing the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer; on the contrary, he came there with very great regret 
to take the chair at a meeting at which he felt that such a resolution 
was absolutely necessary. They were not considering the wisdom, or 
the want of wisdom, shewn by the society in the action they had taken 
from time to time in Parliament, though he thought their record was 
a good one. They were not there to discuss the justice or injustice of 
the Finance Act, and they had there no question of party politics. 
Indeed, the one thing the Chancellor of the Exchequer gave them 
credit for was that they hit all round, whether a Liberal or a Con 
servative Government was in power. But they were there to meet 
a charge made by a member of their own society against the body to 
which he belonged of uniformly regulating their Parliamentary action by 
the purely selfish consideration whether the measure in question would 
increase or diminish their legal charges. He ventured to say if there 
was any doubt about the meaning of the words with which he began, 
the words with which Mr. Lloyd George ended made it perfectly 
clear what was his meaning, because he said it was impossible that 
the society should oppose the Finance Act if it would add three guineas 
to their charges. That meant one simple thing—that they were actuated 
in the action they had taken in Parliament by the one selfish con- 
sideration. Mr. Lloyd George had been twenty-six years in practice ; 
he became a member of the society three years ago. He (the President) 
referred to that because for the last three years Mr. Lloyd George had 





impression, which he (Mr. Bell) ventured to say was erroneous, that 





given the society his countenance and support. He was wondering, 
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when he ascertained that the uniform action of the society was so 
discreditable, whether it was in his twenty-three years of practice 
before he joined the society or whether it was since he became a 
member. He sat next Mr. Lloyd George when he was last in that 
hall, when he expressed the pride it was to him to be there and the 
interest with which he looked round upon what he was pleased to call 
the senior members of the profession who were gathered round him, 
and the great satisfaction to him it was that he had their good opinion. 
Was it not the simple fact that he made these unjust aspersions in 
the heat of the moment and in the irritation of Parliamentary debate 
without’ weighing his words? He was afraid their ayswer must be 
that a responsible minister of the Crown ought to weigh his words. 
Something had been said about Mr. Lloyd George being given the 
opportunity of a reply. Mr. Lloyd George had not given him (the 
president) the chance of a reply, because he had not had the honour 
of sitting behind him in the House. If he had he would have had 
a reply on the spur of the moment. But he was a member of the 
society, and the notice of motion which was sent him was to give him 
the opportunity of being present and explaining. He believed he was 
right in saying that Mr. Lloyd George put down the work which was 
detaining him at the House of Commons on the paper only two days 
ago. If he had desired to be present at the meeting he could have 
done so. He did not want to say a word to excite their feelings. 
He could hardly trust himself to speak about it, because to have a 
charge brought at the end of a period of office which he had tried to 
conduct properly, that as a member of the Council all his motives had 
been governed by the motives of the remuneration he got as a solicitor, 
without any consideration for the clients and the public, was a matter 
which he thought they could not with credit to themselves and honour 
to the profession pass over. Having passed the resolution, he trusted 
that Mr. Lloyd George would take that course which was always open 
to an honourable man, and would withdraw the charge of unworthy 
motive made against the profession. 

The motion was agreed to, only eight votes being given against it. 

ARTICLED CLERKS’ Funp. 

The PRESIDENT moved the adoption of the report and accounts. 

Mr. Forp asked for some information with regard to the articled 
clerks’ fund, which appeared in the accounts. He asked whether the 
chairman of the Finance Committee would explain the principle upon 
which items were apportioned between the general account of the 
society and the articled clerks’ account. He enumerated various items 
so apportioned. 

Mr. Water Trower (Chairman of the Finance Committee) said 
that within the last few years the Council had had the whole of the 
buildings of the society valued by responsible surveyors, and the 
distribution of the accounts was done in no haphazard manner. Each 
room was carefully valued and apportioned to the two funds. In the 
same way salaries, &c., were apportioned—that was to say, the salaries 
of those who attended solely to the examinations or education of 
articled clerks were charged to the articled clerks’ fund, and those 
relating to the general business of the society were charged to the 
society. With regard to the ‘‘ rates and taxes,’’ the articled clerks 
were charged proportionately as apportioned by the surveyors. The 
postages and sundries were actually those incurred with reference to 
articled clerks’ business alone. With regard to ‘‘ house expenses”’ a 
very careful calculation had been made, and the expenditure 
apportioned to the actual circumstances of the case. With respect 
to the honours examination with regard to which the fees were charged 
against the society’s account, these were examinations which were not 
compulsory upon the society. They were voluntary examinations, and 
it had been thought wise to charge them to the society and not to the 
articled clerks. The society bore the expense of them, as articled clerks 
could not very well afford to bear more than the fees of the compulsory 
ones. The object of the Council was to minimize as far as possible 
the expenses charged to articled clerks. He hoped that as time went 
on the Council would see their way further to reduce them. As to 
the arbitration rooms receipts, the Council thought, on going very care- 
fully into the question, that some of the fees received were for rooms 
that were used by the articled clerks, so the articled clerks had been 
given credit for those fees where class rooms were used 

The accounts were then adopted. 


ANNUAL REPORT. 


The PRESIDENT moved the adoption of the annual report. He said 
there were one or two matters he wished to refer to. The report was 
a very bulky document this year. It showed that the Council had 
been doing a great deal of work, and many of the matters dealt with 
were very important matters. 


Crrcuir System anp Kina’s Bencu BvstngEss. 


He would just refer to one matter which was undoubtedly exciting a 
good deal of interest in the country—the question which was referred to 
in a very long report in the appendix with regard to the remodelling of 
the circuit system—because he knew that there was a good deal of 
misapprehension with regard to the action the Council had taken. Tt 
referred also to the question of the condition of business in the King’s 
Bench Division. He had taken a great deal of care and spent a great 
deal of time in the consideration of that. question. He had referred 
to it in his address at the provincial meeting in Newcastle-on-Tyne last 
autumn, and had had to give evidence before the Joint Committee of 
the two Houses. There he was acting in concert with the Lord Chan 
cellor, but against the opinion of most of the judges. The judicial 








statistic shewed a continual diminution in the number of cases tried 
in the King’s Bench Division, and continual shrinkage of the civil 
business tried on eircuit, particularly in the smaller places, and in spite 
of this there were arrears in the lists in London, and they were told 
that additional judges were required. The shrinkage of civil business 
at the Assizes was the most striking feature of these statistics, because 
side by side with this shrinkage of business was an astonishing growth 
in the population of the large provincial centres. If they would refer 
to the Council’s report on this subject, they would find that it was 
stated that, leaving out the more important centres, about 100 civil 


_cases were tried in the year at forty Assize towns: in other words, a 


judge had to sit in forty places twice a year to dispose of 100 cases. 
The evidence he had ventured to give before the Juint Committee had 
been criticised in many quarters, but the most astonishing thing to 
his mind was that, having given evidence which was simply a reitera- 
tion of views adopted and published by the Council for the last five-and- 
twenty years, he had been accused of starting this as a new hare, as 
it were, of his own, and as if he had done something original in the 
matter. All he had done was to summarise the opinions expressed by 
Judicature Commissions, by committees, and by councils of judges 
themselves ten years ago. He would give one instance. He had looked 
up the statistics for the last year, 1908, which were the latest he had 
at hand, and he found that during the whole year not a single civil 
case had been dealt with at the two Assizes at Appleby, at Dolgelly, 
at Lampeter, at Brecon, at Presteign, at Oxford, at Bedford, at Oak- 
ham, at Warwick, at Huntingdon, or at Bury St. Edmunds, eleven 
assize towns with an assize for civil business at each of them, and not 
a single case disposed of in 1908. He also found that only one case had 
been disposed of at Hertford, at Hereford, at Shrewsbury, at Dor- 
chester, at Carnarvon, and at Haverfordwest; in other words, at seven- 
teen places involving thirty-four different sittings by judges of the 
High Court, six cases were disposed of. If these were all the advantages 
which these towns derived from the presence of a judge twice a year, 
surely the larger places, which did require the attendance of a judge, 
deserved some consideration. He was told by Mr. C. H. Morton, who 
was a member of the Council, that the new arrangements for continuous 
sittings at Liverpool and Manchester, so long as there were cases to try, 
had given general satisfaction. Instead of having to adjourn their 
cases or being forced to settle them after having incurred all the 
expense of bringing the cases to trial, there had been time to deal 
with the whole business, and there were no arrears. The question of 
the appointment of additional judges was, in his judgment, entirely 
ubsidiary to the important question of reorganising the work of the 
King’s Bench Division. - If it was necessary for the proper conduct of 
the business that there should be more judges, by all means let them 
he appointed—no one wanted to overwork a judge—but some of them 
had a strong belief that if the work were reorganised on modern lines, 
and if this were coupled with a reasonable shortening of the Long 
Vacation, there need be no arrears to deal with. The society had for 
vears done all that it could to induce the Government of the day to 
carry out these important reforms, which would not only facilitate the 
transaction of business, but would largely reduce the unnecessary 
expenses to which litigants were put under the present arrangements, 
and if the present Government would accept the support of the society 
and do its utmost to carry these reforms, he could assure them that 
they would greatly facilitate the transaction of business, and save the 
public heavy expenses now necessarily incurred in the conduct of litiga- 
tion. He had made these remarks because what the Council had done 
had been misunderstood, and he was afraid that some of the smaller 
places had rather resented what had been suggested in regard to the 
assizes, He had heard a complaint made that Appleby was being 
grossly neglected, and the reply he heard was that in twelve years 
they had four civil cases, and he thought they came from Kendal, and 
therefore might have been tried much more conveniently elsewhere. 
He mentioned this because he had made the matter somewhat of a 
study during his year of office. There were a great many subjects of 
very great interest in the report, and he was sorry there was not more 
time to consider them. He hoped the members would peruse the 
report, which he could assure them, was the result of a great deal of 
trouble on the part of the Council. 

Sir Atpert Rotxit seconded the motion. He said he thought they 
were all indebted to the president for the statement he had made as 
to the policy of the Council with regard to the appointment of addi- 
tional judges. Personally he had differed from that because he did not 
think that the circumstances, if properly understood, justified the in- 
crease of expense which that alteration would involve. It was stated 
in the report that the history of the question should now be 
regarded in connection with the extension of the jurisdiction of the 
county courts which the society, in the interest of the public, and in 
concert with the Chambers of Commerce, effected. And, having regard 
to that circumstance, he was quite clear that the additional judges were 
not either necessary or a real reform, but that the proper reform con 
sisted in carrying out in some measure, at any rate, the recommendation 
of Lord Gorell’s committee in the direction in which the society had 
already moved. Personally he hoped that at no distant day—and he 
knew this was desired by the Chambers of Commerce—the reform of 
judicial procedure in this country would be followed by a further exten 
sion of county court jurisdiction. 


Catt or Soricrrors To Bar. 


The Prestpent said he had omitted to call attention to one matter 
of some consequence. A mistake appeared in the report under the 
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heading of ‘‘ Call of Solicitors to the Bar,’ where it said that ‘‘In | to occupy, and his feeling towards the society and the Council had been 


April last a letter was received from the General Council of the Bar ' 


expressing the hope that the Council of the Law Society would place 
before the country law societies the question of the alteration of the 


regulations referring to the admission of solicitors to the bar.’? The | 


letter was received from the joint committee of the four Inns of Court. 


Attention had been called to the mistake, and he had assured the chair- | 


man of the bar council that he would make it quite clear that it was a 
slip, and that the Council had held no communication with them upon 


the subject. It was with the joint committee of the four Inns of Court | 


who had been considering the subject. 


Socrety’s TEACHING System. 


Mr. Forp said the report certainly did contain a large amount of | 


that he could not desire to represent people who more thoroughly sup. 
ported one in doing what one thought was right in the interest of the 
profession and the public. 


Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated 
Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society (established in 1817 
| and incorporated in 1874) was held at the Lygon Arms Hotel, Broad- 
| way, on Thursday, the 7th of July, 1910. 

| Those present included Mr. W. H. Mellersh (Cheltenham), pre- 
sident; Mr. W. H. Kinneir (Swindon), vice-president ; Messrs. E. W. 


valuable information, but it must not be supposed that although the | Kendall (Bourton-on-the-Water), E. L. Baylis, W. G. Earengey, W. G. 


members greatly appreciated the labours of the Council they always 
entirely agreed with them. Amongst other subjects the report dealt | 
with the question of the society’s teaching system, and he thought 
there was rather an indication that the Council were not satisfied with | 


it. There were many of the members who looked forward to the time | 


when the large sum of money that was available in connection with the 


Gurney, R. McLaren, A. S. F. Pruen, T. E. Rickerby, H. Stroud, 
and J. B. Winterbotham (Cheltenham), O. H. New (Chipping 
Campden), E. B. Haygarth, R. J. Mullings, H. St. G. Rawlins, and 
E. C. Sewell (Cirencester), H. J. Francillon (Dursley), G. Sheffield 
Blakeway, Fred H. Bretherton, J.P., Wilton Haines, J. W. Haines, 
W. H. Madge, C. Scott, and G. Whitcombe (Gloucester), T. Whatley 


Inns of Chancery for the establishment of a school of law, and he was | (Mitcheldean), M. F. Carter and J. W. Guise (Newnham), A. E. Smith 
sorry there was no reference to the matter in the report. He was glad ; and G. H. Pavey Smith (Nailsworth), A. H. G. Heelas, E. P. Little, 


to see in connection with the luncheon rooms that ‘‘ table money ”’ had 
been abolished, and that the system of charging 8d. for going there to 
get a crust of bread and cheese had been got rid of. 


Kina’s Bencu Division. 


With regard to the question of business in the King’s Bench Division | 
it was gratifying that the president should be largely in  agree- | 


and R. H. Smith (Stroud), with Mr. Herbert H. Scott, the hon. 


| secretary of the society. 


Appointments for the year were made as follows :—President, Mr. 
Robert Ellett (Cirencester); vice-president, Mr. J. W. Guise 
(Newnham-on-Severn); trustees, Messrs. R. Ellett, C. Scott, H. 
Bevir, and W. H. Kinneir; general committee, Messrs. A. J. Morton 
Ball, H. J. Francillon, W. G. Gurney, J. H. Jones, R. McLaren, 


ment with the Lord Chancellor. He was a politician, and being | W. H. Mellersh, A. E. Smith, and A. E. Withy; library committee, 


desirous of preventing expense and knowing the financial vicissitudes of 
the Government, it was not surprising that he would do all he could 
to keep down expenditure. He (Mr. Ford) believed that the bulk of 
feeling in the profession and of the whole of the bar was that there 
was an urgent and imperative necessity for increasing the number of 
the judges. The judges had met and deliberated upon this question, 
and they had resolved unanimously that so serious were the arrears that | 
the Government ought to appoint additional judges. That unanimous | 
view was entitled to great respect. He did not at all agree with Sir | 
Albert Rollit that the way to obtain relief was by driving people into | 
the county courts. It was absolutely necessary for the due administra 
tion of justice in the King’s Bench Division that there should be a 
sufficient number of judges. The president had made suggestions as to 
the alteration of the assize system; but he (Mr. Ford) thought the 
tendency would be to increase costs. But he did not think it was 
germane to the main point that, whether they altered the assize system 
or not and extended county court jurisdiction or not, it did not touch 
the vital necessity for the immediate appointment of King’s Bench 
judges. | 





The Presipent said he would quote from the report of the Council’s | 
committee, the Legal Procedure Committee, as set out in the report, 
because the judges had unanimously decided that there must be more 
judges. It said : ‘‘ In 1892 the Council of Judges dealt with the ques 
tion, and recommended the grouping at centres of country civil cases. 
In that report the judges pointed out that civil causes were then tried 
at fifty-six circuit towns, but that at forty out of the fifty-six the 
average number of cases was so small that the sending of a judge, or 
the keeping of a judge, there to try civil causes was a waste of judicial 
time, which was injurious to the due administration of the law, and 
they suggested a plan by which the civil business should be concen 
trated at eighteen places only, the principle of allocation being con 
venience of access.’’ That was the unanimous opinion of the judges in 
1892. Since that time the business had vastly decreased at these smaller 
places. He only mentioned this to shew that it was not the Lord 
Chancellor only who was to be thought of, but the judges had changed 
their minds; he did not know why. The Council had maintained the 
same attitude throughout. He thought it just as well to point out that 
the Council were not acting contrary to the view of the judges in 1892, 
though they were according to the view in 1910, no doubt. 


Mr. Forp said the judges were unanimous in the decision that there 
should be an increase of judges; he said nothing about assizes. Since 
1892 the judges had had cast upon them the Criminal Court of Appeal, 
which added largely to their duties. 

The PrestpENt put the motion for the adoption of the report with 
power to make the amendment to which he had referred. 


The motion was unanimously agreed to. 
THANKS TO PRESIDENT. 


‘The Vice-Prestpent said he did not think they ought to separate 
without voting a resolution of thanks to the president, not only for his 
conduct of the meeting, which was not a very easy matter in itself, but 
also for his conduct of the business of the Council and the society 
during his year of office. The resolution did not want any words of his 
to commend it. ; | 





Mr. Forp seconded the motion, which was carried with acclamation. 
The PresripenT, in returning thanks, said it had been an anxious | 


time, and the work had been heavy, but he was bound to say that it! or firm of Quayle, Ouvry, & Co., at the above address. 
was a position that as a solicitor he had been glad to occupy and proud ! 


| Messrs. H. Bevir, N. B. Haines, H. J. Taynton, W. H. 


Madge, 
A. H. G. Heelas, and J. B. Winterbotham. 

Gratuities were voted for the relief of necessitous persons to the 
total amount of £82 10s. 

After the meeting the members drove to the picturesque village of 
Stanton and to Stanway, viewing at the latter place, by kind permis 
sion of Lord Elcho, the famous Tithe Barn there, and returned to 
Broadway, where they were entertained to tea by the president. 

The society now has 137 members, solicitors practising in Gloucester 
shire and Wiltshire. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 13th inst., 
Mr. Maurice A. Tweedie in the chair, the other directors present being 
Messrs. S. P. B. Bucknill, A. Davenport, T. Dixon (Chelmsford), W 
Dowson, 8. Harris (Leicester), J. F. ¥ Lawrence, C. G. May, W. A. 
Sharpe, R. S. Taylor, R. W. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A 
sum of £720 was distributed in grants of relief, twenty-six new members 


| were admitted, and other general business was transacted. 








Legal News. 


; Appointment. 


Mr, HENry JAMEs JOHNSON, the new President of the Law Society, is 
a member of the firm of Walton & Co., Leadenhall-street, London. He 
was born at Oxford in 1851; was educated at Winchester and Trinity 
College, Oxford; was admitted in February, 1879: and was elected to 
the Council in 1898. He served the office of vice-president during 
1909-10. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


The firms of Meade-King & Sons, Isaac Cooke & Sons, Wansey 
& Meade-King, and John Miller & Co., all carrying on business at 
Bristol, have been amalgamated, and their businesses will in future 
be carried on under the style of Meape-Kinc, Cooke, Wansey, & JOHN 
Miter, at 2, St. Stephen Chambers, Baldwin-street, Bristol, by Herbert 
Meade-King, Edward Meade-King, Cyril Meade-King, Herbert Edgar 
Cooke, and John Stubbs Harrison. 


Dissolutions. 


Rosert HopcKinson, Henry Beevor, and Roperr FRANK BYRON 
Hopexinson, solicitors (Hodgkinson & Beevor), Newark-on-Trent, June 
30. So far as regards the said Robert Hodgkinson, who retires from 
the firm; the said Henry Beevor and Robert Frank Byron Hodgkinson 
will continue the said business under the same style or firm as before 
and at the same offices. 

Mark HinpEstEY QuAYLE and ERNEST CARRINGTON Ovvry, solicitors 
(Quayle & Ouvry), Arundel House, No. 15, Arundel-street, London, 
June 30. Mr. Ouvry will continue to carry on business under the style 
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General. 


An interesting wedding took place on the 7th inst. (says the Daily 
Mail) at the Wels h Che upel, Walham Green, the contracting parties being 
Miss Rosina Jenkins, sister of Mrs, Timothy Davies, and Mr. Herbert 
Syrett, LL.B., the son of Mr. Alfred Syrett, solicitor, of .Finsbury 
pavement. Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd George were present. At the reception 
held at 34, Onslow-gardens, the residence of Mr. Timothy Davies, Si 
Henry Dalziel, M.P., Sir Edwin and Lady Cornwall, Mr. Llewellyn 
Williams, M.P., the Hon. Capt. Fitzroy Hemphill, and Sir Vincent 
Evans were amongst those present. 


An address was recently presented to the King, expressing the 
respectful yr of the judges of the county courts of England and 
Wales in heavy Joss sustained by his Majesty, the Royal Family, 
and the beat empire in the lamented death of Kine Edward, and 
assuring his Majesty of the loyal devotion of the judges to his person 
and throne. The King has caused a reply to be sent expreseing his 
appreciation of the address and of the desire of the judges to 
uphold the lofty traditions of the realm in the administration of justice 
among all classes of his Majesty’s subjects. 


Times, held at St. Albans last week on 
Arthur Mansell Grierson, a solicitor, of Liverpool, whose body was 
found cut in two upon the railway. A brother stated that Mr. Grierson 
was in good health on Monday, and had neither pecuniary trouble nor 
business worries. A constable stated that at 1.40 on Wednesday morn- 
ing he saw Grierson looking at a signpost in St. Albans. His boots and 
hat were missing and no blood was found. The coroner said the latter 
fact suggested the possibility of foul play, there being no evidence of 
motive for the deceased to place himself on the line. 


The second annual meeting of the Society of Public Teachers of Law 
was to take place on Friday, the 15th inst., at 3.30, in the Pension 
Chamber of Gray’s-inn, kindly placed at the disposal of the society by the 
Treasurer and Masters of the Bench, who were to entertain the members 
attending the meeting at dinner in the Hall of the Inn after the meeting. 
In addition to the valedictory address of the retiring president (Professor 
Goudy), the proceedings will comprise a paper by Sir Alfred Hopkins m, 
K.C., Vice-Chancellor of the University of Manchester, the vice- 
president of the society, on “ The Education of the Articled Clerk.” 


The large percentage of people who are unable to read the new oath 
upon the card which is handed to them when they are about to be 


earnest 


An inquest was, says the 


sworn caused the stipendiary for Birmingham to remark, says the 
Times, that he did not know where education came in in these days, 
as people were unable to read four simple lines. The magistrate’s 
clerk : One would think that now the Education Act has been in force 


for over thirty years peop le 
print, mostly monos nab les, but 
to attend a night school Two 
Green Coroner’s Court last wee 


A Joint Committee of Lords and Commons on the Bill consolidating 
the law of licensing held, says the J'imes, its sixth and last meeting 
on the 6th inst. A decision was reached on one or two points left 
over for consideration, and the Bill as amended by the committee was 
reported to both Houses. The committee, in recommending that the 
Bill should be allowed to proceed, express the view that the law of 
licensing is in some respects more than usually complicated, and there 
fore a specially fit subject for consolidation. In three schedules the 
committee make some suggestions for amendments, mostly on matters 
of procedure, and designed to correct obvious flaws. No division took 
place on the committee, all its decisions being unanimous. 


On Wednesday, in the House of Commons, Mr. 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he 
inequality of treatment as to stamp duty 
under clauses 73 and 75 of the Finance Act, and whether he proposed 
to do anything in the matter. Mr. Hobhouse said: My right hon. 
friend’s attention has been Senta to this matter, and he agreed with 
my hon. friend that there is an inequality of treatment in regard to 
transactions not exceeding £500 in value which fall under section 73 
and section 75 of the Finance (1909 10) Act, 1910, respectively. Ile 
the Finance Bill of the present year to amend section 75 so 
as to exempt ‘from the increased stamp duty chargeable on leases any 
transactions where the total consideration does not exceed £500, under 
conditions similar to those laid down in the proviso to section 73. 


The Daily Mail has 


would be able to read four lines of large 
they cannot. He advised one witness 
jurymen summoned to the Bethnal 
k were unable to write their names. 


Harwood asked the 
was aware that there was 
in respect of transactions 


proposes in 


raised a cry of corruption among jurors, and Mr. 
Elliott, K.C., gave in its columns several recent instances of corrupt 
jurors. Mr. J. D. Langton, an Under-Sheriff of the City of London, 


rays inthe same with 


out success 


paper that ‘‘ one or two attempts have been made 
to influence jurymen. In ninety-nine hundred 
a juryman would refuse to be suborned. Anyone detected in trying to 
corrupt a juror would be punished.”’ Mr. Langton agreed 
with Mr, Elliott that the only certain safeguard against the corruption 
of jurors is isolation, but did not quite see how 
dated at the Old Bailey. Mr. E. D. Purcell, an Old Bailey 
said that he had very rarely any reason to believe that a 
been tampered with. ‘‘ There was, however, a case some years ago. 
The trial had been going on for about a week, and one of the jury 
men was ‘got at.’ There is little doubt that - bribed. The 
jury disagreed, and the men on trial got off, as the Tre asury did not 
care to undertake the second prosecution,”’ 


cases of a 
severely 
they could be accommo 


counsel, 
jury had 


was 


expense of 
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In the course of his charge to the Grand Jury at the opening of the 
summer assizes for the city of York, Mr, Justice Grantham, says the 
Times, referred to a deputation which waited upon him on the previous 
evenin® with a representation in refe to the threatened removal of 
the assizes from the city. He said that the first duty of the Adminis- 


rence 


tration and the Legislature of the country was to bring justice home 
to the people of England in their own counties and as near their homes 
as possible. The arrears in London were not the fault of the people 


people in the country should not be 
of the rights which they had held for years to 
in London. In regard to Saturday sittings his lordship said that 
solicitors and jurymen resented having court on Saturday, 
and the judges came to the conclusion that they would not take jury 
cases on that day. It was for the benefit of the lay people that the 
alteration was made. The judges did other legal work on Saturdays, 
and they often sat long hours on Saturdays. The whole of the charges 
were based upon the ignorance of the people who made them. 


in the country, and the deprived 


so many suit the people 


to go to 


In a circular issued raining 
stated that the 
fulfilling its raiso 


and the 


by the Inns of Court Officers ‘I 
corps occupies a special pos 
n d'etre ot 


Spe cial Re serve, 


Corps, It 1s 
ition, as, in addition to 
furnishing officers for the Territorial Force 


members accept a liability to be employed on 


Active Service under special regulations. The present need of recruits 
arises from the constant efflux of members who take commissions, a 
result which is extremely satisfactory, but which inevitably tends to 
deplete its ranks. It is hoped that at this season of the year when 


leave school or 


their 


are about to 
them may turn 


many young men 
London, some of 


University to live in 


attention to this corps, which 


is recruited from the four Inns of Court, the Faculty of Advocates, 
Scotland, the King’s Inns, Dublin, past and present members of the 
Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, past members of many of the 
public schools, and other gentlemen considered by the commanding 


officer to be specially eligible. There is no entrance fee, and uniform 
and equipment are provided practically free of cost, the tory 
expenses being very small. The establishment of one 
squadron of cavalry and three companies of infantry 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. R. Gwynn ked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether his attention had been called to 
the fact that during the last three years the income tax regulations had 
been so altered that any person who had been assessed for income tax 
by the and who wished to appeal, but who, for any 
(illness, from England, or otherwise) 


obliga 
corps has an 


ASSESSOr , reason 
failed to give notice of 
appeal to the Commissioners within the ten days specified on the notice 
was precluded from claiming repayment of any income tax 
he might have overpaid during the preceding three years, as formerly 
he was entitled todo; and, if so, whether he would take steps to remedy 
this hardship. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said: I am _ not 
of any such alteration as the hon. member suggests. Mr. Fell asked 
whether the regulations and the circulars were submitted to the right 
hon. gentleman before being sent out. The Chancellor of the Ex heque r 
had nothing to do with these regulations. They 


absence 


«ot assessment 


aware 


said that he were in 


force before he went to the Exchequer, and before the present Govern- 
ment came into power. Mr. Snowden asked the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer whether a grandfather who supported grandchildren under 
sixteen years of age, the father being dead, was entitled to the abate 
ment for income tax which was given to a father with young children, 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer: The answer is in the negative, 

. 

The report of the Royal Commission on the Appointment of Justices 
has, says the Parliamentary corvespondent of the Times, now been laid 
upon the table of the House, and its chief recommendation will be 
found to be of considerable interest. It is that a small Advisory 


Committee should be appointed by the Lord Chancellor for every 
county, so that he may take counsel with them with regard to the 
appointment of justices in their county. The expectation is that if the 
proposal were put in force the Lord Lieutenant would generally be a 
member of the Advisory Committee, and that the Committee in any 
case would confer with the Lord Lieutenant, who would retain his 


custom of making recommendations. The Commission, it is under- 
stood, recommend that these Advisory Committees should be com 
posed of not more than nine and not fewer than five members ; 
that the choice of members of such committees should be entirely 


politics nor creed should be a disqualification on 
qualification for membership. It is proposed that in counties within 
area there are several county councils, such as Yorkshire, there 
should be as many Advisory Committees. It is also recommended 
that no member of Parliament or candidate for P should, 
unasked, make any proposal for the ap pointment of magistrates in his 
constituency, a disability which, it is suggested, should also be im 
politic il agents and represent itives of political association 
One member of the Commisrsion has presented 
opposition to the last proposal. The recommendations of the 
sion, of course, in no way sec k to impai the 


free, and that neithe 
whose 
arliament 
po ed on ° 
memorandum in 


Commis 
authority of the Crown, 


ind it is not propo ed that the powers of the Lord Chancellor, who 
acts for the Crown in appointing the yu tices, should be diminished, 
Rovat Navat Coriecr, Osrorne.—For information relating to the 


entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 


3ecome a Naval Officer ’’ (with ay introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir FE. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton street, Brook 


street, London, W.—[{ApDvrt.] 
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In re H P Becher, a solr The United Mining & Finance Corpn ld v 
Becher appl of Becher from judgt of Mr. Justice Hamilton, dated 
April 14, 1910 April 29 

Halford & Sons v Price & anr appln of deft, M Price, for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and ‘judgt, dated April 18, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex May 


3 

J Wiener & Co v Wilson’s & Furness-Leyland Line ld appl of pltff 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
April 19, 1910 May 4 

Leaver Vv Urban District Council of Pontypridd appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, Cardiff, dated April 
23, 1910 May 4 

Bamford v Murphy appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 5, 1910, at trial before The Lord 
Chief Justice and a pe ial jury, Middlesex May 7 

Kitchen v Evans & anr appl of deft, D Grundy, from judgt of Jus 
tices Darling and Bucknill, dated April 12, 1910 (security ordered) 
May 9 

Beardall v Bottomley & ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 3, 1910, at trial before Mr. 

ustice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex May 10 

Faithfull v Kesteven appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Lawrence (order of Divisional Court), dated April 14, 1910 May 11 

Rogers, Eungblut & Co v Martin appl of deft from judgt of Justices 
Bray and Coleridge (order of Divisional Court), dated April 27, 1910 
May 11 

Metropolitan Water Board v London Brighton & South Coast Ry appl 
of pltfis from judgt of Justices Phillimore and Bucknill (order of 
Divisional Court), dated March 15, 1910 May 11 





Wallace v Douglass appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, ; 


without a jury, dated April 26, 1910 (fur con in London) May 11 
Matthews v Arding & Hobbs appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 28, 1910 May 12 
Howells v Williams appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Bray and Cok 
ridge (order of Divisional Court), dated May 5, 1910 May 14 
Hughes v Wys, Muller & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 17, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex May 17 
Dickinson v The Pacific Steam Navigation Co appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Feb 3, 1910 (s 0 Michaelmas) May 18 
Crane v The National Cash Register Co ld appln of defts for judet 
or new trial on appl from verdict & judgt, dated May 9, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex 
May 19 
Barker v Herbert appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 28, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 





Bucknill and a common jury, London May 19 
Thomas v Courtney appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Bray and 
Coleridge (Order of Divisional Court), dated April 28, 1910 May 


Keep & o1 ; The Star Newspaper Co ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 12, 1910, at 
trial before Mi Ju ti D: rling and a special jury, Middlesex May 


24 
(To be continued.) 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, July 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Liwitep In CHANCERY. 


Bortna Synpicatr, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 29. to send their 
names and ad iresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Phillips 
Tomes, 17 ani 18, Doavyonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate st Without. Maxwell & 
Damp ey, Bishonsgate st Withia, solors to the liquidator 

Broapwa.t & Rozin:, Lrp (rn Votuntary Ligutpation) —Creditors are required, or or 
before Aug 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particula-s of their 
debts or claims, t» WaltarG. Hall, Union and Smitns Bank chmbrs, Hull, liquidator 

Casaptaw Renk (Torresnam), Lrp—Petn for winding up, presente! July 7, directed 
tobe heard at the Court Hous, Edmonton, on July 21, at 11. Hutton, Basinghall 
st, solor to tre petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abo. e-named not later 
than 6 o’clo’k in the afterno mn of Jaly 20 

CuatLence Roeper Mitts, Lrp (tw Liquipatiow)—Creditors are required forthwith 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulara of their debts or claims, 
to Frederick Bertram Smart, 22, Queen st, Cneapside. S nith & Co, Juhn st, Bedford 
row, solora for the liquidator 

Gaanp Hores (Weymovra), Lrp—Craditors are raquirel, on or befora Aug 9, to send 
their names and addre3-es, and the particalars of their dcbts or c aims, to H. E. G. 
Dawaon, 4, San ct, Curnhill, liquidator 

Motor Fus., L*p—Creditors ar» required, on or before Ang 5, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particalacs of their debts or claims, to William Hardy King, 
13, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Premier Inpustatat Bank, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented July 5, dir_cted to 
be heard at St George’s Hall, Livepo0l, on July 18, at 10.45. Kobnson & Co, 
Manchester, solors for the petner. Notic> of appearing mast reach the above- 
named not later than 2 o’clock in the aftarnoon of July 16 

Retsvorcep Inner Tore Co, Lrp (tn Liqguiparion)—Creditors are reyuired forth- 
with t> send their names and addresses, ad the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Frederick Bertram Smart, 22, Queen st, Cheapside. Smith & Co, John st, Bedford 
row, solors for the liquidator. 

Rowat Ligat Works, Lrp (1s Ligurpatios)—Creditors are required, on or be‘ore 

Aug 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

claims, to George James Toy, 17, South st, Finsbury, liqaidator, 


Tuearres Conrract ayp Finance Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented July 6, 
directed to be heard Jaly 19. Welis & Sons, 17, Patornoster row. Notice of appeur- 
ing must reach the above na ned not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 18 

Taixstpap Dock anv Esxearngentna Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or bafore 
Sept. 6, to send their nares and addresses, and the particu ars of their de ts or 
claims, to Arthur Kitching, 37, Old Jewry, liquidator 


London G :zette.—Tvespay, July 12, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LimMItED IN CaaNnceRy. 


BisHors Mawvuractrurine Co, Lro —Peta for windirg up, presented June 24, directed 
to be heard August 9 kLarr, Nelson & Co, Leecs, for H. H. Wells & Sons, 17, 
Paternoster row. Notice of appearicg must reach the above named not later than 
6 o'clock in t e afternoon of Anguet 8. 

Lreps Copper Works, Lep—Creaitora are required, Oa o* befora July 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and tho parvicalars of their debts or claims, to George Pepler 
Norton, Station at bldg s, Hud: ersfield, siqui¢ ator. 

La Aurnta, Lip -Creditors are requirsd forthwith to send their names and ad iresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or cla'ms, to De Westiey Layt mn, Thorner’s 
Chambers, Ingram court, Fenchurch st, liquidator. Stokes & Co, + rs for the 
liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
Loadon Gazette.—Futpay, July 8. 


WrermtnsterR Estates, Lip. 
Botier, Revert & Sons, Lrp. 
ROCHDALE A:SOCIATION FootBaLL CLus, Lip, 
Exarsitions, Lrp. 
Rawxkin Waker Co, Lrp. 
Bensamtn Toorston, Lp. 
TueaTREs Contracr anp Finance Co, Lrn. 
JoHANNEsBURG GoLp Fretps, Lip (Reconstruction) 
Gutva Peacaa Conorssions Synpicare, Lro. 
Marxop Neritanta Synotcare, Lrp. 
Avromatic Pin TickeT1InG Macarine Co, Ltn. 
Lawiey & Davis, Lip. 
J. Ast & & Co, Lip. 
Amesican Sxatina Rivx Co (Marsettves), Lro. 
Coxrx Sxatina Rink Co, Lrp. 
Wrsrern Vacucm Cieanee Co, Urp. 
Parent Sarvaty CaypLe Gir Co, Liev, 
Humour Syspicate, Lrp. 
Guiynn’s Exvrension (Lyornsvec), Lre. (Reconst.uction) 
S. & W. Beniserorp, Lrp. 
Fioip & Co, Lrp, 

London Gazette.—Turspvay, July 12 


Accrington Hirroprome, Ltp, 

Cou mBtiA ExproxatTion Synvicare, Lro, 
** Non-suips,” Lrp. 

F, D. Coresurw & Co, Lip. 
LLANGOLLEN Hipe Anp Skin Co, Lrp, 
B.B. (Pionger) Sxnvicatg, Lro. 

Eiixay & Co, Lip. 

Rapcetrre® Resravrant ano Carr Co, Lrp, 
Mip-gasr Txust Synpicats, Lro, 
HastemekE Buripers, Lrp, 

W. J. Huspparp & Sons, Ltp. 








Hawuirax ano Hopprasreieip Unton Bankina Co, Lrp. 
Pearks Srores (Aveica), Lrp. 

Lonpon WAX ANb CeRgsine Co, Ltp. 

CAaULDON (Brows-WestHeap, Moone & Co), Lip, 
Curtis anp Tanne, Lro. 

Save-k Manvvracrusine Co, Lrp. 

Scoxcugr Parent Firkiiegatrer Co, Lro. 

Birmin@aamM Votunrrer Drivt Hat Co, Lrp, 

KF. W. Jevvery & Co, Lrtp, 

T. R. P. Syxprcarsg, Leo, 

Hotpsworrn & Co, Lrp, 

Avwiance Evecrratcat Co, Lrp. 

Mipianp ENGINEgRING Co, Lro., 

Joux Wacxea (Watcu ayn Crock Makes 


- 
The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

July 19.—Messrs. Weatneratt. & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Residential 
and Building Estates (see advertisemen®, back page, this week). 

July 19.—Mesera. Devewaam, Tewaon, Ricaanvson & Co., at the Mart at 2: Free- 
hold Estate (see advertisement, back paze, June 13) 

July 20.—Messra. Depennam, Trewson, Ricuarpson, & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, page v, July 2). 

July 20.—Messre, Bropir, Timps & Co., at Highgate: Freehold Shop and Premises 
(see advertisement, page v. this week 

Jaly 20.—Messrs, J, A. & W. Tarp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold G:vund-rents (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 20 and 21.—Messrs. H. FE. Foster & Cranrieep, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, 
Life Policies, Shares, Ground-rents, &c. (see) Aivertisemant, back page, tls week). 

July 21.—Messrs, Faresroruge, Eviis, & Co., at the Mart: Freehold Building 
Estate (see advertisement, page v, July 2). 

July 21.—Messrs, Srrwson & Sons, at tho Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents (see 
Aivertis-ment, back page, July 9). 

July 25.—Messrs. Maxier & Marvrr, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Building Site and 
Residential Props ty (see aivertisement, back page, July 9). 

July 25,— Messrs, Jones, Lane, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property and 
Le:sehold Investment (see aivertisement, back page, July 18). 

July 25.—Mes rs. Fixup, Sons & Grasrer, at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Building Estate 
ruisement, back page this week). 

Mess’s. Reyno.ps & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold 
Ground-rents and Prop -rties (see advert:semesut, para v., this weak), 

July 26 and Aug. 9.— Messrs. Denengam, Tewson, Ricaarvson & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2: Freeholi Resiaences, Ground-reut*, Soop, Shares, lreshold Properties, 
Bailding Estates, Freehold and Leasehold Hotels (see advartisements, pe iv, May 24). 

July 26.—Messra, Haurops, at the Mart: Residences, &c. (see advertisoment, back 
pare, July 9). 

July 26.—Mesars. Hampron & Sons, at the Mart: Town Houses (sce advertisement, 
page v, June 18), 

Ju'ly 27. —Messrs. Eowtn Fox, Bousrretp, Buanetrs, & Bavpag.ey, at the Mart, at 2 
Leasehold Investment (see advertisement, back page, this weak), 

July 29, East Surrey Warer Co: Sale of Shares by Tender, closing July 29 (see 
advert.sement, page iii, July 2). 

Messre. Kniaat, Frank, & Rurtey: Freehold Ground-rants or Sale (see advertise. 
ment, back page, June 4). 


AND Jewetter), Lro. 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or CrLam. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 1, 
Baxer, Sarag Anw Evrawnor, Norton Folgate Augi7 Packman vy Baker, Warrington, 
J Mills, Bishopsgate st Without 
Tucker, Cuartrs James, Westbury on Trym, Bristol, Timber Merchant July 25 
Tucker v D’Oyly, Warrington and Parker, JJ Tonkin, Bristol 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 12, 
Framptow, Harriet Frampton, Chichester Sept 15 Rayden vy White and Others, 
Warnngton, J Scott, High Holborn 
Hit, Cuartes Grey, Harrogats, York Aug8 Wightman and Derbyshire vy Hill, 
Warrington, J Cartwright, Nottingham 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ctarm. 


London Gazette.—Frinay, July 8. 

Axgrssen, Baroness Anna Marra Vay, Charing Cross Hotel, Strand Aug 6 Smythe & 
2rettell, Basinghall st 

A.tuEN, Joun, Coltishall, Norfolk, Boatbuilder Aug 8 Goodchild, Norwich 

Atkinson, Witiiam, Penrith, Painter Sept 1 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

Austen, Frank, Wadhurst, Sussex, Auctioneer Augil Andrews & Bennett, Wadhurst 

Avey, Joun Watter, Adelaide rd, Hampstead, Warehouseman’s Manager Aug 1 
Woolnough & Co, Bury St Edmunds 

Bavanay, Epwarp, Barton on the Heath, Warwick Aug13 T & AE Mace, Chipping 
Norton, Oxon 

Bennett, James, Hemel Hempstead, Butler Aug 9 Richardson & Co, Golden sq, 
Regent st 

Bisery, aden Rode Heath, Chester,Sand Merchant Aug4 Sherratt & Nelson, Kid- 
grove, Staffs 

Borrsriti, Hannan, Beverley, Yorks Aug2 Iveson & Co, Hull 

Berwaer, Harry, Old Shoreham, Sussex Augl1i Flowers, Steyning, Sussex 

Burnett, Ricuarp Goucp, Alstonfield, Staffs Aug 15 Heaton & Son, Burslem 

Catvert, James, Highfield, Danehill, Sussex Augi2 Slaughter & May, Anstin Friars 

Casriz, Grorat, James, Knowle, Bristol, Merchant Captain July 28 Metcalfe, Bristol 

Criark, Cuaries, Blackheath Aug 20 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 

Cooper, Paut, Chesterfield, Licensed Victualler Aug 27 Bennett, Sheffield 

Danie, Betsy Any, Bradford Augi7 Peter & Peter, Holsworthy, Devon 

Davirs, Evan Lioyp, Newcastle Emlyn Aug 10 George & Sons, Newcastle Emlyn 

Dawson, Tuomas, Middleton Aug8 Cooke, Manchester 

Dopp, Wit.1aM, Silverdale, nr Carnforth, Lancs Aug 20 Gatey & Son, Ambleside 

Exuort, Joun Currusn, Gravesend Aug8 Boorman, Gravesend 

Emanuet, Henry, Suffolk gr, Southwark Aug 8 McDiarmid & Son, Newman’s ct, 
Cornhill 

Evans, James, Tredegar, Mon Aug 2 Gustard, Newport, Mon 

Facy, —_ Pearce, Mannamead, Plymouth, Deyon July 25 Bickle & Wilcocks, 

ymou' 

Ferniz, WILiiAM James, Aintree, Liverpool Aug5 Weightman & Co, Liverpool 

Foster, Henry, Crosby, Lincs, Farmer Aug3l Hett & Co, Brigg, Lincs 

Francis, Anne, Sydney, NS Wales Aug 17 Cheale & Son, Tunbridge Wells 

Grarnaer, WILLIAM Staniey, Birmingham Aug27 Mason & Son, Birmingham 

Greerr, ALFRED, Harp In, Gt Tower st, Commission Agent Aug 20 Munns & Longden, { 
‘redericks pl, Old Jewry 

a Scottow, Norfolk, Farmer July 21 Wilkinson & Davies, North Wal- 
sham 

Gairritt, Evizasetn Ann, Derby Aug8 Thirlby, Derby 

QGui_p1na, Duncan, Ilfracombe, Bank Manager Aug5 Blackmore, Ilfracombe 

Guy, Caares, Bingley, Yorks Aug 22 Butterfield, Keighley 

Harais, THomas. Tunbridge Wells, Builder Augi19 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Hircoms, Atrraep, Gauden rd,'Clapham Aug5 Kingdon & Co,\Lawrence ln, Cheapside 

Jongs, Evans, Aberdare, Colliery Fireman July 15 Thomas, Aberdare 

Jones, James, Lechlade,Glos Augi15 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Lez, Witu1am Henry, Bootle, Lancs, Electrician Aug 6 Moore & Son, Birkenhead 

Lippe, Exizasetu, Oldham Augil Holroyd, Oldham 

Lopar, Saran, Dewsbury July 23 Peace, Dewsbury 

Lowe, Samurt, New Mills, Derby Augé6 Pollitt, New Mills, nr Stockport 

Masters, Janz, Burnham, Somerset Aug 20 Bens»n & Co, Bristol 

Mittwarp, Jane, Merthyr Tydfil July 29 Lewis & Co, Merthyr Tydfil 

Nouman, James Jony, Exeter, Grocer Aug5 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

Porter, Grorar, Redcar, Yorks, Farm Labourer Aug9 Boulton, Darlington 

Prisce, Mary Ayn, Small Heath, Warwick Aug22 Freeland & Warder, Birmingham 

Reyna, Joun Riavy, Harbour rd, Coldharbour In, Camberwell, Accountant July 30 
May & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Reyyo.ips, Gertrupe Aayrs, Ambleside, Westmoreland Aug 20 Gatey & Son, 
Ambleside 

Sums, Lestiz Wiyrietp, Great Portland st July 30 Simpson, King's Langley, Herts 

SNELL, WALTER James, Holsworthy, Devon, Yeoman Aug 4 Prance & Prance, Ply- 








mouth 





July 16, 1910. 


Vaveuan, Joun Wituiam, Stockton, California Sept 1 Flower & Flower, Norfolk st 


Watson, Frances, Newcastle upon Tyne AugS WJ8S&JAS8 Scott, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 12. 


Aixscovan, Haywan, Lathom, nr Ormskirk July 27 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 
Ames, THomas, Folkestone Aug7 Rees-Mogg & Davy, Bristol 
Brao.ky, Rorert Henry, Reading, Printer Aug20 Brain & Brain, Reading 
Brerpags, Jony, Cambridge Aug13 Miller,'Cambridge 
Brows, Rovert Horr, Carlisle July 20 Wing, Sheffield 
Carisp, Tomas, Alnwick April 30 Douglas, Alnwick 
Curisp, Avior, Alnwick April 30 Douglas, Alnwick 
Cocxsurs, Bryan, Burnley July 26 Creeke & Son, Burnley 
Cottett, Isanetua Lamp, Dawlish, Devon Aug 20 Shelton & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 
a Magia, Burnham on Crouch, Essex Aug 15 Crick & Freeman, Maldon, 
ssex 
Corey, Susan,Clapham Aug 10 Chinn & Nichols, Birmingham 
Dawson, Mary, Ripon, Yorks Aug 20 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 
~-a Newcastle upon Tyne Aug 26 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle upon 
'yne 
Eastwoop, Wiiure, Huddersfield, Hairdresser Aug 20 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 
Exenbera, Martin, Clapham Park, Surrey, Chemist Sept 1 Wontner & Son, Redford 
row 
ELLerpeeck, Saran, Liverpool Sept 1 Style & Lindsey, Liverpool 
vue oo Murray, Queen’s gate, South Kensington Augl0 Norton & Co, Old 
road st 
Frayer, Georce Eomunp Septimus, Burnham, Bucks, Barrister at Law Aug 6 Snow & 
Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, Queen st 
Gasson, Mary, Tolcarne, Madron, Cornwall Aug 13 Boase, Penzance 
GoopinG, Freperick, Addiscomte, Bournemouth Aug 8 Bridgman & Co, College hill, 
Cannon st 
Cones — Milton under Wychwood, Oxford, Grocer Aug 24 Wilkins & Toy, 
xfor 
Grirrix, Josrrn, Potternewton, Leeds, Boot Dealer Aug 15 Clarke & Co, Leeds 
Hart, Katueeine, Norbury Aug8 Burton & Co, Surrey st, Strand 
Hipseert, Frances Anprews, Birkdale, Lancs July 30 Cook & Talbot, Southport 
Jenkin, Austin Fiexmina, Thurlow Park rd, Dulwich, Barrister at Law aug 8 Bridg- 
man & Co, College hill, Cannon st 
Jounson, Saran Ann, Leicester Aug 8 Masser & Co, Nottingham 
Kirsy, Witttam, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Saddler Aug 9 Pettit & Co, Fenny Stratford 
Kirwan, James Maittanp Mairianp, Lloyds av Sept 1 Wainwright & Co, Church 
ct. Clement’s ln 
Lopar. re Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant Aug9 Wilmshurst & Stones, Hudders- 
fielc 
Lovejoy, Mary, Iver, Bucks Augi2 Mercer, Uxbridge 
Monks, Cassaypra ExizasetTn, Bradshaw Hall, nr Bolton Augi13 Race, Lincoln 
MULLENEUX, Jonn, Birkdale, Lancs Aug23 Peacock & Co, Liverpool 
Pease, Exizanetu, Stanford le Hope, Essex Aug 20 Hatton & Asplin, Grays, Essex 
Pease, Joun, Stanford le Hope, Essex, Licensed Victualler Aug 20 Hatton & Asplin, 
Grays, Essex 
Porrer, Annig Evizazeru, Edith gr, Fulham rd, Chelsea Aug 12 Smith & Smyth, 
Aldersgate st 
Purvis, Carotine Exizasetu, Oxford gdns, North Kensington Aug 25 Collyer-Bristow 
& Co, Bedford row 
Rostyson, Louisa Hagrizt Cuampercaix, Naunton Holt, Worcester Aug 20 Shelton & 
Co, New ct, Lincoln's inn 
Roaers, Any, Heavitree, Devon Aug 21 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Sanps, Grorae, Leyton, Essex Aug 22 Brown & Co, Finsbary pymt 
Scnorigip, Hannan, Salford July 21 Vaudrey & Co, Manchester 
Scort, Exiza Greoraiana, Ockley, Surrey Aug 12 Foster & Co, Queen st pl 
Scort, WiLL1am CaRLy_e, Manningham, Bradford Aug 18 Salthouse, Bradford 
Szppon, Joun, Stretford, Lancs Ang 1 Rylance & Sons, Manchester 
Seputon, Ropert, Chorley, Lancs Aug8 Stanton & Sons, Chorley 
Suitu, Estevie Exvizasetu, Lausanne, Switzerland Aug 18 Gibson & Co, Portugal st 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Sprerep, Maup, Beethoven st, Queen’s Park, Laundry Proprietress Aug 12 Stringer & 
Stringer, High rd, Kilburn ; 
Srevens, Evizasets Ann, North Finchley July 31 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 
Srorry, Cuaries, Kingston upon Hull, Stationer July23 Sykes, Hull 
Sraincer, Exvizapera Jane, Shoreham, Sussex Aug 8 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 
Gray's inn J 
Taywor, THomas WitLIAM Garrett, Norwich Aug 15 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
Taytor, Wittiam Danie, Cheltenham Augl0 Downey & Linnell, Conduit st 
Tuacxrat, Ricuarp, Newlay, nr Leeds, Leather Dresser Aug 15 Clarke & Co, Leeds 
Tuomson, Rev Georar Osxonp Lers, Merton, Oxford Aug8 Truman, Bicester, Oxon 
Tweepy, Wit.iam, Felling on Tyne, Durham, Scotch Draper Aug 12 Hopkins & 
Hymers, Gateshead 
Unperwoop, Jang Wittiams, Addlestone Augi13 Taylor & Co, Gresham st 
Woon, James, Manchester, Box Maker Augé6 Hinchcliffe, Manchester 








| Pet June 20 Ord July 4 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
HAM, Swansea, Bakers 


London Gazelte.—Frivay, July o. July 4 
Frankury, D, Arlingford rd, 
Court Pet June29 Ord 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLen, Epwarp, Abercynon, Glam, General Dealer Ponty- 
prid Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Arruitt, Cyram Pataick Mauyseut, Ipswich, Motor 
Engineer Ipswich Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Braman, Georce Puitip Ropertrs, Rawal Pindi, India 
High Court Pet Feb23 Ord July 5 

Bett, Harry Borwick, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Hairdresser 
Bradford Pet July 6 Ord July6 


Ord July 5 


Ord July 6 
Bratt, Sven Axer, Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Builder | 
B Chelmsford Pet June8 Ord July 6 
RITTAN, Sipnry, Copnor, Portsmouth, Builder Ports- July 4 1 
‘ mouth ve lg July 4 : Pe jf Bh 
SHADWICK, Henry, Leigh, Lancs, Cab Proprietor Bolton nty ori j 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 se ia a Se 
CognrortH, ATHELSTANE, New Broad st, Stock Broker 
High Court Pet May 23 Ord June 27 { 
Crane, Evita Mavupr, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturer 
Birmingham Pet May 27 Ord June 11 


Hvuxtey, 


Gotpman, Mark, Birmingham, Dealer in Precious Stones 
Birmingham Pet June 14 Ord June 27 
Hitt, THomas Wineater, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant's 
Labourer Great Grimsby Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
Houmpuerey-Witviams, ALurgD, Brondesbury villas, Kilburn, I : 
Barrister at Law High Court Pet July5 OrdJuly5 Sarton, Taverner, Uppingham, Rutland, Grocer Leices- 
ae ne . _ | Hurcaines, Cuarves Josera, Pontlottyn, Glam, Builder 
Biss, Freperick Joux, Bath, Painter Bath Pet July 6 Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 5 Ord July 5 
eke Jouw, Church Stretton, Salop, Butcher's , 
Manager Shrewsbury Pet July6 Ord July 6 
Jaacoer, Ameier, Halifax, Fish Merchant Halifax Pet 


Jepman, Marrna, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Grocer New- 
town PetJuly5 Ord July 5 i 

Jones, CuArtes Epwarp, Doncaster, Railway Superinten- | g,. . t+ Timber Merchant 
dent Sheffield Pet May6 Ord July 6 { come, See See, Se r 


E.morr, WiLt1aM, Moston, Manchester, Baker Manchester | Luxx, Atrrep, Salisbury, Licensed Victualler Salisbury 


Pet June 24 Ord July 5 


| Forpuam, Tuomas Hewry,and Freperick Arrnur Forp- | Maraews, Wituiam, and CHarLes Parairer Mataews 


Swansea Pet July 4 Ord Appold st, Finsbury, Hardware Merchants High Cour 
Pet July5 Ord July 5 


Brixton, Boot Dealer High Moutps, Hersert Cotiixs, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs, 


July 8 Mineral Water Manufacturer Hanley Pet July 6 
Gines, Water Luxe, Bristol, Hatter Bristol Pet July 5 


Ord July 6 

Pockney, Frank, Stamshaw, Portsmouth, Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet June16 Ord July 4 

Pou.rer, Artuur Leste, Oakwood ct, Kensington High 
Court Pet June1 Ord July 6 ; 

Sgzacomer, Artur, Blackpool, Coal Merchant Preston 
Pet June 28 Ord July 5 


ter Pet Junel7 Pet July 4 

SxHonrook, Grorce, Plymouth, Auctioneer Plymouth Pet 
July 4 Ord July 4 i ; 

Sistey, Caartes Percivat, Sumner pl, Journalist High 
Court Pet July 5 OrdJuly 5 

Sr Crarre, Antuur, Lundy Island, Devon, Farmer Barn- 
staple Pet June18 Ord July 4 : 

Srooxe, AsTaur Georae, Bristol, Stationer Bristol Pet 
July6 Ord July 6 

Swinpury, Henry, Hexthorpe, nr Doncaster, Basket 
Maker Sheffield Pet July 5 Ord July5 


Vale, Glam, Colliery Fitter 
Ord July 5 


Truro Pet July5 Ord July 5 


Davies, Davin, Neath, Tinplate Worker Neath Pet July | Joves, WALTER, Luton, Outfitter Luton Pet July 5 Ord { Tuomas, Jouy, Biaenclydach, Glam, Colliery Labourer 


6 Ord Jul 


July 


6 j 
pe LA Porte Reve Mavrice, Lancaster gate, Compan LaNeLey, Gertrupe Marion, Sydenham, Fashion Artist | 4 NG, 
Promoter High Court Pet May4 Ord July 5 sa { j 2 he 


Greenwich Pet July 4 Ord July 4 | 


Pontypripd Pet July5 Ord July 6 
i omg Gate, Peterborough Peterborough Pet 
May3 Ord July 2 
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TonsTALL, Tuomas, Backworth, Northumberland Miner 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Watkins, ALBERT, pe r, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet July6 OrdJuly 6 

Weatt, Grorce ALExanpgR, Manchester, Commercial 
Traveller Manchester PetJuly5 OrdJuly5 

Woop, Cuartes Witwiam, Accrington, Carter Blackburn 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Woopwarp, Witutam, Lytham, Lancs, Nurseryman Pres- 
ton Pet July5 Ord July 5 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

A.LeNn, Epwarpv, Abercynon, Glam, General Dealer July 
20ati11 Off Rec, 8S‘ Catherine’s chmbrs, 8t Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

Armansi, Agturo, Cardiff, Ship Store Merchant July 20 at 
3.30 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

ATTHILL, CyaiL Pareick Mav NSELL, Ipswich, Motor 
Engineer July 19at 10,30 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Beaman, GporGe Partirv Koserrs, Rawal Pindi, India 
July 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burws, Eowarp James, Wednesbury, Schoolmaster July 
22 ‘at 12 Off Rec, Wolve orhampton 

Camp, Daniet Jouy, Ashford, Middlesex, Schoolmaster 
July 18at12 132, Yorkrd, Westminster Bridge 

Caswe.t, Cuargirs, Chapel Ash, Wolverhampton, Fruit 
Merchant July 19 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

CLeAves, Hespert, Beaufort, Mon, Baker July 16 at 11 
~ St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pouty- 
pridc¢ 

Comiey, Tuomas HeEpains, 
tant July 19 at 12 Off Rec, 117, 

Cook:on, Epwarp, Ardwick Manchester, Draper 
at1l1 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Craic, George, Wood Green, Pianoforte Manufacturer 
July 18 at12 14, Bedford row 

Caang, Evirn Mavupe, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturer 
July 19 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

vE LA Porte, Rene Maveice, Lancaster gate, Company 
Promoter July 19at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Exuiott, Mary Ex.xey, Birley Carr, Wacsley Bridge, nr 
Sheffield, Farmer July 20 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree 1n, 
Sheffield 


Cardiff, Pawnbroker’s Assis- 
8t Mary st, Cardiff 
July 16 








| 
Franky D, Arlingford rd, Brixton, Boot Dealer July 18 | 


at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Greer, Joun James McCurpy, Birkbeck Rank chmbrs, 
General Agicnt July 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Hankey, Gitpert Lionet, Marlowon Thames, Laundry 


Proprietor July 16 at 12 

Haywagp, Tuomas, Presteigae, 
Offa st, Hereford 

Hesketh, Frep, and Mary Exma Siiaw 
Founders July 16 at 11.30 
Manchester 

Hestor, Henry Jouy, Stroud, Leather Merchant July 16 
at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Hoskines, Freperick Antrpopes, Ryde, I of W, Hotel 
Proprietor July 16 at 3.30 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, 
Newport, I of W 

Humesrey-Wituiams, ALurep, Brondesbury villas, Kilburn, 
Barrister at Law July 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgas, 
Carey st 

Hutcuines, Cuaries Josern, Pontlottyn, Glam, Builder 
July 21 at 11 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbis, Bt 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Huxvey, Haroip Joun, Church Stretton, Salop, Butcher's 
Manager July 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, 
Shrewsbury 

Jacuer, AmBcen, Halifax, Fish Merchant July 16 at 10.45 
County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 


1, St Aldates, Oxford 
Radpor July 16 at 12 2, | 


, Manchester, Iron | 
Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Sears, Anruur, Badsey, Worcester, Coal Merchant July 
18 at 10.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Szaton, TAVERNER, a, Rutland, Grocer July 16 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Sistey, Cuar_es Perciv aL, Sumner pl, Journalist July 
20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Frepericx, lenby, Pembri ke, Mason July 16 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthe n 

Tuomas, Jonny, Blaenclydach, Glam, Colliery Labourer 
July 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, 8t 
Catherine’s st, Pontypridd 

Tunstatt, Tuomas, Backworth, Northumberland, Miner 
July 16 at 11 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
'Tyne~ 

Warkixs, Atuerr, Abertridwr, Glam, Collier July 20 at 
2.30 Off Rec, St. Catherine s chmbrs, St. Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

WeavinaG, Anne, Matlock Bath, Derby, Licensed Victualler 
July 16 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Wituiams, Joun, Ffairfach, Landilo, Carmarthen, Insur- 
ance Agent July 16 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

Wvuir, Isanecca Suitn Maraisoy, Blackpool, Boarding 
House Keeper July 18 at3 Derby Hotel, Regent sq, 


Blackpvol 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
A.tey, Epwarp, Abercynon, Glam, General Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet July 4 Ord July 4 ; 
Arruitt, Cyrin Parrick Maunsett, Ipswich, Motor 
Engineer Ipswich Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
Bei, Harry Borwick, Barnoldswick, Hairdresser Brad- 


ford Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Biss, Freperick Jouy, Bath, Painter Bath 
Ord July 6 

Cuapwick, Heyry, Leigh, Lancs, Cab Proprietor 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Currrorp-Earr, WALTER Tuomas, Gt Portland st 
Court Pet June3 Ord July 6 

Davies, Davip, Rhyddings, Neath, Glam, Tinplate Worker 
Neath Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Fuiercuer, R: sent, Rochester, Bookseller 
Pet June 14 Ord July 4 

| Forpuam, Tuomas Jou, “ Frepemck Artuur Forp- 
Sais 4 Swansea, Bakers Swaneea Pet July 4 Ord 

u 

Pecan, A.rrep, B asinghall st, Architect 
Pet Mar 1 Ord July 5 

Ginss, WAvTER LUKE, Bristol, Hatter Bristol 
5 Ord July 5 

| Haxwarp, Tuomas, “+ rn Radnor Leominster Pet 
July 1 Ord July 5 


Pet July 6 
Bolton 
High 


Canterbury 


High Court 
Pet July 


| Hitt, Tuomas WinGate, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant’s 


| Hutcuiyas, 


' 
| 


Labourer Great Grimsby Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
Humeurey Wititams Aturep, Brondesbury villas, Kilburn, 
Barrister at Law High ourt Pet July 5 OrdJu'ly5 
Cuarixs Joseru, Pontlottyn, Glam, Builder 
Merthyr Tydfil PetJuly5 Ord July 5 
Hvuxtty, Harovp Joun, Church Stretton, Salop, Butcher's 
Manager Shre swsbury Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
| JAGGER, AMBLER, Halifax, Fish Merchant Halifax Pet 
July 4 OrdJuly 4 


| James, Ricuarp, Clydach Vale, Glam, Colliery Fitter 
Pontypridd PetJuly 5 Ord July 5 
Jernman, Mantua,  Lianidloes, + Grocer 
Newtown Pet July 5 Ord July 
Joyes, Waxrer, Luton, Outfitter —_ Pet July 5 
Ord July 5 


James, Ricaarp, Clydach Vale, Glam, Colliery Fitter July | 


20 at12 Off Ree, St Catherine’s ‘chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

LaNGtey, GERTRUDE Haneen, 
July 18 at 11.30 132, Yo rk rd, Westminster Bridge 

LippinGTon, VaLentixe Joun, Towcester, Northampton, 
Carter July l6at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, North- 
ampton 

Matuews, Wi iiam, and Cuartes Parcirer MAturws, 
Appold st, Finsbury, Hardware Merchants July 19 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hereford, Tailor 


MorGcan, Grorce Ouiver, Ross, 
16 at 12.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Noax, W, Smethwick, Staffs, Butcher July 19 at 11 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

PorrenceR, Joun, Paignton, Devon July 19 at 3 Off 
Recs 117, St Mz lary st, Cardiff 





Sydenham, Fashion Artist | 


July | 


Kina, Joun Cuisnoim, Mitre et, Aldgate 
June 3 Ord July 4 

LanGLgy, Gertrupe Marion, Sydenham, Fashion Artist 
Greenwich Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Martuews, Witiiam, and CHaries ParGirer Maruews 
Appold st, Finsbury, Hardware Merchants High 
Court Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

Movutps, Hersert Coriixs, Newcastle under Lyme, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Hanley Pet July 6 
Ord July 6 

| Suonrook, Grorce, Plymouth, Secondhand Furniture 
Dealer Piymouth Pet July4 Ord July4 

Srooxe, Anruur Georas, Bristol, Stationer 


High Court Pet 


Bristul Pet 


July 6 Ord July 6 

Swinpurx, Henry, Hexthorpe, nr Doncaster, Basket 
Maker Sheflield Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Symons, Joun Revusen, Truro, Bent Timber Merchant 


Truro Pet July5 Ord July 5 
Tuomas, Jouy, Blaenclydach, Glam, 
———— Pet July5 Ord July 5 


Colliery Labourer 





TunsTatt, Tuomas, Backworth, Northumberland, Miner 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

Unxperwoop, Artaur Rectnavp, Great Yarmouth, Auc- 
tioneer Great Yarmouth Pet May 25 Ord July 4 

Watkins, Apert, Abertridwr, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Wea, Georce ALexanperR, Manchester, Gunseenrd 
Traveller Manchester Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

Weens, Henry, Nottiogham, Retail Ironmonger 
ham Pet June 29 Ord July 

Woop, Cuarues WILLIAM, Rishton, Lancs, Carter Black- 
burt Pet July6 Ord July 6 


London Gazette.—Tuespay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Notting- 


ALLAN, ELEANOR, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderland Pet 
July6 Ord July 6 

ARNOLD, ERNEST, Leeds, Pig Dealer 
Ord July 7 

BAMFORTH, HERBERT, Hoyland Nether, 
Barnsley Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

BARRICK, WALTER, Holmfirth, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
Huddersfield Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

CALLAND, THOMAS BOWKER, Radcliffe, 
Bolton Pet JulyS Ord July8 

CARPENTER, EDWARD GEORGB, Chesterton, Cambs, Cab 
Driver Cambridge Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

DAVIES, JOHN, Pentre, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
July 7 Ord July7 

ELGIE, CHRISTOPHER JOHN, West Hartlepool, Solicitor 
Sunderland PetJune1s Ord July 8 

ELLIS & Co, CHARLES, Upper Richmond rd, East Sheen, 
Builders Wandsworth Pet May 30 Ord July 7 

FORSTER, JOSEPH THOMAS, Crewe, Cycle Dealer Crewe 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Fox, JANE, Stratford, Essex, 
Pet June 1l Ord July 8 

FREEDMAN, SAMUEL, Kingston upon Hull, General Dealer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 23 Ord July 7 

FREEMAN, 8S, & Co, Campbell rd, Bow, Confectioners 
Hizh Court Pet Junel Ord July 8 

GARBUTT, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER, and ARTHUR DOBSON, 

Leeds, Milliners Leeds Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
a. WILLIAM JAMES, Welshpool, Montgomery, Grocer 


Leeds Pet July 7 


Yorks, Painter 


Lancs, Draper 


Fishmonger High Court 


Newtown Pet June 2l Ord July 9 

HUDSON, JOHN HENRY, Morley, York, Coal Dealer Dews- 
bury Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

HURD, ELLEN, and SABINA HuURD, St Thomas, Exeter, 


Refreshment House Keepers Exeter Pet July 7 
Ord July 7 

JACKSON, SAMUEL, Hulme, Manchester, Butcher Manches- 
ter Pet July7 Ord July7 

JACOBS, MorRIS, Clephane rd, 
Dealer High Court Pet June 11 


Canonbury, Furniture 
Ord July 8 


KEYSE, JAMES, King William st, Wool Dealer High 
Court Pet April 25 Ord July 6 
KING, ESTHER, Dunstable, Tobacconist Luton Pet July 


8 Ord July 8 

LAWRENCE, A D, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park 
Pet June 9 Ord July 6 

LEWIS, RICHARD, Waterloo, ur Liverpool, Fruit Merchant 


High Court 


Liverpool Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
MANLEY, ISAAC SMITH, Argyll st, Regent st, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet May 25 Ord July 6 


MATIHEWS, ADAM, Swansea Pet July 
1 Ord July 8 

MICHAEL, G PAPPA, St Mary axe 
Ord July 6 

PEAKE, SIDNEY NEVILL, Pyecombe, Sussex, Company 
Director High Court Pet May 6 Ord July 6 

PIERCE, ROBERT JOHN, Waenfawr, Llanbeblig, Carnarvon, 
Farmer Bangor Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

PURDEN, WALTER, Solihull, Warwick, Commission Agent 
Birmingham Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

SANDALL, ARTHUR EDWARD, Osbournby, 
Boston Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

SCHMELTZER, JULIUS, Broad st, Bloomsbury, 
High Court Pet Junel4 Ord July 7 

SMITH, EDWARD ANDREW, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

SMITH, HARRY, Barrow in Furness, ycle Dealer 
in Furness Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

STEINBERG, JOHN HARRIS, Cornwall rd, Notting Hill, 
Tailor igh Court Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

STEPHEN, HENRY ST JAMES, Plowden bidgs, Temple, 
Barrister at Law High Court Pet June 3 Ord 
July7 


Swansea, Draper 


High Court Pet June 22 


Lincs, Farmer 


Bootmaker 


Barrow 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


MOORGATE STRAT, LONDON, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ang supervision of the Corporation. 


\ | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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STRINGER, FREDERIC JOHN, Hasting:, Fine Art Dealer HURD, ELLEN, and SaBiNA Hukpb, St ‘Thomas, Exeter, 

Hastings Pet June 25 Ord July 9 tefreshment House Keepers July 20 at 10.30 Off 
SYNGE, ALEXANDER HAMILTON, St James st Tigh Court g ), Bedford circus, Exeter 

Pet June 8 Ord July 7 JACOBS, MoRRIs, Cle; hane rd, Canonbury, Furniture 
TANCRED, SEYMOUR MITFORD, Elackheatl reenwich aler July 22 at 1.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pet Mar 24 Ord May 31 JENNINGS, ITENRY CHARLES, Bridgwater, Grocer July 20 
TayLor, C HH, Pontefract, Yorks, Ca; tair Wakefield tit.:0 Off Rec, 26, Ba dwin:t, Bristel 

Pet June 26 Ord July Jo» HARLES WARD, Doncaster, Railway Superin- 
THORN, ERNEST ALBEI Cedars rd, Clapham Common, tendent 

Decorator Wandsworth Pet June 17 Ord T 


EI 
July 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 


ffie ld 
‘ WALTER, Luton, Outfitter July 20at 3 Off Rec, 
TRICKLEBANK, JOHN, Tamwor'h, Staffs, Provision Mer ridge st, Northampton 
chant Birmingham Pet Juse 29 Ord July 9 KEYSE JAMES, King William st, Wool Dealer July 20 at 
WATIS, ERNEST MuM¥FoRD, High rd, Chiswick, Bootmaker 1] Bankruptey bidgs, Carey 84 
Krentford PetJuly 7 Ord July 7 i 1, A D, La caster gate, Hyde Park July 22 at J1 
YULE, JOHN STIRLING, Althorpe rd, Weald sto , y ‘ankraptcy bidgs, ¢ arey. st 
Engineer High Court Pet July 7 Ord July ,UNN LI b, Sslisbury, Licensed Victualler July 21 at 
Oif Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Satisbury 
Amended Notice substituted for that publisl tl MAN IsAAC SMITH, Argyll st, Regent, Wine Merchant 
London Gaz of May 27: July z Bankruptcy bldg . ‘Carey st 
HAEL,G Pat St Maryaxe July 22 at 12 Bank 
ruptcy ldgs, C irey st 
ULI HERBERT COLLINS, Newcastle, *taffs, Mineral 
RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED Water Mavufacturer July 20 at 12 Off Ree, King st, 
Newcastle, Staffs 
BROOKE, T RALPH, Hayling, Hants Portsmout tec PADDL¥, HENR Keer les. Fish Merchant July 23 at 12.30 
Ord Feb 6, 1905 Disc of Re- Ord July 5, 191 Off Ree, 8, K Norwich 
PEAKE, SIDNEY Sern, Pyecombe, Sussex, Company 
FIRST MEETINGS Director uly 2lat 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ARNOLD, ERNEST, Le ‘m-haw, Portsmouth, Grocer July 
Rec, 24, Bond st 
BARNES. MARY ELIZA. 5S ‘ 
Desler July 2v at 12 H King st, 
BELL, HARRY LoKwieK. Barnold k, Yorks 


MUNDAY, Henry H, Bur Hil!, Sussex, 
Brighton Pet May 3) Ord May 24 


L¥SLIE, Oakwood ct, Kensington July 
» Bankruptey bldg-, Carey st 
PURDEN, WALTER, Solibull, Warwick, Commission Agent 
July : Matll Off Rec, 12 st, Bradford July 2tat 11.30 Ku-kin hmbrs, 191, Corpora ion st, 
. gto “ er birmingham 
Biss, FREDERICK JOHN, Bith, Paint July 20 at _ 
A ee 2K Baldwin st. Bristol . RAWLIN WILLIAM HARRY, Loughborough July 20 at 
BRITTAN, SILNEY, Copnor, Portsmouth, Builder ly ate, UAE Rec, 47, Full st, Derby ‘ 
at3 Off Rec : EVES, JAMES, Reading, Baker July 21 at 3 Queen's 
CALLAND, THOMAS BOWKER, Radcliffe, Lancs Hotel, Reading 
July 26 at3 19, Exchange st, Rolton HIE, ALAN, and FRANCIS ARTHUR LEATH, Manchester, 
CHADWICK, HENRY, Leigh, Lancs, Cal’ Proprietor mo hier July 21 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
at 3 19, Exchange st, Bolton a: ver 
CHAPMAN, SAMUEL, Sawtry, Hunts. Butcher Jul SCHMELTZER, JULIUS, Broad st, Bloomsbury, Bootmaker 
11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough July 2Lat1 Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 
CORNFORTH, ATHEISTANE, New [road st. Stock Broker "HOBMOOK, GEORGE, Plymouth, Secondhand Furniture 
July 2. at il Bankruptcy b'dg ey & D-aler July 20 at 3.30 7, Buckland terr, Plymouth 
DAViks, JouN, Pentre, Glam, Collier July 21 INBERG, JOUN HARRIS, Cambridge st, Hyde Park, 
Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherin« Pailor July 21 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
pridd ’ OKE, ARTHUR GI RORGE, Bristo!, Stationer July 20 at 
Downs, WILLIAM NEWRORN, Crowland, Line 3.15 Of Bee Baldwin st, Bristol 
July 20 at 12) Faw Courts, Peterborough _ Al EAXNDER - WaMILToN, St James st July 27 at 
ELLIS & Co, CHARLES, EastSheen, surrey, Builders July m, i) Bavkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
22 at 11.30 132, Yer! rd, Westminster Bri PANCRED, SEYMOUR MITFORD, St John’s pk, Blackheath 
ELMORE, WILLIAM, Moston Bs July 21 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
23) Off Rec. By wm st. Manc HORN, ERNEST ALBERT, Cedars rd, Clapham Common, 
Fox, : 5, Stratford, Essex, Fish vital tp = us — tong r July 22at 11 182, York rd, West 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st PE a ysy tp ete pare P : 
Siaccieae - tye oe 7 TOMLINSON, MARGARET, Ripon, Yorks July 20 at 11.30 
— may 4 ae at r belt Pe, oe n @! Off Bec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
July 2lLa sankruptey bldge, Carey PRICKLEBANK, JOHN, Tamworth, Provision Merchant 
GAP BUTT, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER, and ARTHUR DOBSON July 21 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Leeds, Milliners July 22 at 12. Off Rec, Byrom st birmingham 
Manchester WEALL, GEORGE ALEXANDER, Manchester, Commercial 
Gipps. WALTER LUKE, Bristol, Hatter July 2 ‘6 2 Traveller July 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol ; che ster ; 
HAMMERSLEY, ISAAC, Lower Broug hton, Salf. Lane VILLIAMS, CHARLES JCHN, Llanberis, Carnarvon, Licensed 
Cheese Factor July 20at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man Victualler July 25 at 2.45 Prince of Wales Hotel 
vieaiaibeanite . sc fasallas - Carnarvon 
chester ; > — 
WILIS, ROBERT, Cardiff, Hay Me 0 2 
ILL, THOMAS WINGATE, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant's Off Rec, 117; St Mary’st, i Retest July 20 at 12 
a a] 20 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, YuLE, JOHN STIRLING, Wealdstone, Laundry Engineer 
Great Grimsby July 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


LIFE INTERESTS 
REVERSIONS 


(Absolute or Contingent) 
PURCHASED. 


Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 


Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 


Upon first-class business or residential property considered 

















BUSINESS CARRIED visanneucbean WITHOUT DELAY. 


Proposal Forms STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


on SOCIETY, 
application. 832, Moorgate Street, E.C. £6,500,000 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, Fira. x 


Assets: 


tnager and Actuary. 
































ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLAN, ELEANOR, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderland Pet 
Ju ly 6 Ord July 6 

ARNOLD, ERNEST, Lceds, Pig Dealer Leeds Pet July 7 
Ord July 7 . 

BAMFORTH, HERBERT, Hoyland Nether, Yorks, Painter 
Barnsley Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

BARRICK, WALTER, Holmfirth, Yorks, Licensed Vix tualler 
Huddersfield Pet July8 Ord July 8 

BRATI, SVEN AXEL, Westcliff on Sea, Frsex, Bui'der 
Chelmsford Pet Junes8S Ord July 8 

BRIERLEY, FRANCIS, Radciiffe, nr Manchester, Dyer's 
Manager Bolton Pet May 31 Ord July 9 

BRITTAN, SIDNEY, Copnor, Portsmouth, Builder Ports. 
mouth Pet June i3 Ord July 6 

CALLAND, THOMAS BOWKER, Radcliffe, Lancs, Draper 
Bolton Pet July8 Ord July 8 

CAMP. DANIEL JOHN, Ashford, Miidlesex, Schoolmaster 
Kingston, Surrey Pet July 2 Ord July 6 

DAVIES, JOHN, Pentre, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
July 7 Ord July 7 

ELMORE, WILLIAM, Moston, Manchester, Baker Manches. 
ter Pet June 20 Ord July 7 

FEATHERSTONHAUGH, CHARLES Epwarb, New Broad st 
High Court Pet June’ Ord July 7 

FORSTER, JOSEPH THOMAS, Crewe, Cycle Dealer Crewe 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

FREEDMAN, SAMUEL, Kingston upon Hull, General Dealer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 23) Ord July 7 

GARBUTT, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER, and ARTHUR Dogson, 
Leads, Milliners Leeds Pet July7 Ord July 7 

HALL, JAMES TRAILL, Bournemouth High Court Pe 
May13 Ord July 8 

HANBURY-TRACY, ARTHUR E, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, High 
Holborn, Chartered Secretary High Court Pet June 
2 Ord July 8 

HuDsoN, JoUN HENRY, Morley, Coal Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 

HvuRD, ELLEN, and SABINA HurD, Exeter, Refreshmen® 
House Keepers Exeter Pet July7 Ord July7 

JACKSON, SAMUEL, Hulme, Manchester, Butcher Man- 
chester PetJuly 7 Ord July7 

JARVIS, KESTER Cripps, Tonbridge, Builder Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May 31 Ord July 8 

King, Es HER, Dunstable, Tobicconist Luton Pet July 
8 Ord July 7 

LEWIS, RICHARD, Liverpool, Fruit Merchant Liverpool 
Pet July7 Ord July7 

LioT, GEORGE HENRIQUE, Queen st, Mayfair, Club Pro- 
prietor Hizh Court Pet July 6 Ord July 8 

PIERCE, ROBERT JOHN, Waenfawr, Llanbeblig, Carnarvon, 
Farmer Eangor Pet July7 Ord July7 

PocKNEY, FRANK, Stamshaw, Portsmouth, Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet Junel6 Ord July 6 

PURDEN, WALTER, Solihvl), Warwick, Commission Agent 
Birmingham Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

SHEPPARD, FRANK, Haslett rd, Kensington, Electrician 
High Court Pet May 25 Ord July 8 

SMITH, EDWARD ANDREW, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderlard 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 

SMITH, HARRY, Barrow in Furness, Cycle Dealer Barrow 
in Furness Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

STEINFERG, JOHN HARRIS, Cornwall rd, Notting Hill, 
Tailor High Court Pet July6 Ord July 6 

TANFIELD, HARRy CORKER, Owlerton, Sheffield, Timber 
Merchant Sheffield Pet May 24 Ord July7 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Fairfach, Llandilo, Carmarthen, 
Insurance Agent Carmarthen Pet June 18 Ord 
July 4 

YUL¥, JOHN STIRLING, Althorpe rd, Wealdstone, Laundry 
Engineer High Court” Pet July 7 Ord July7 





Telephone: 602 Holborz. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep In Tue Reren ov Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & U. WIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
THE ALLIANCE CREDIT BANK 


OF LONDON, LIMITED, 
11, SOUTHAMPTON ROW, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 


ADVANCES from £100 to any amount 
without delay on reasonable terms, with or withou 
security on Note of Hand, Stocks and Shares, Life 
Policies, &c. BILLS DISCOUNTED. 
Prospectus gratis. A. N. SQUIRRELL, Manager. 
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